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House of Representatives 
The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Wednesday, September 3, 2003, at 2 p.m. 

Senate 
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 2, 2003 

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. STEVENS). 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
prayer will be offered by our Chaplain. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Almighty and everlasting God, the 
strength of all who trust You, as we 
begin, again, Freedom’s business, we 
thank You for divine protection. Re-
mind us daily that righteousness exalts 
a nation but that sin brings reproach 
to any people. Guide our leaders today 
that their words and thoughts may be 
acceptable in Your sight. Lord, keep 
our feet on the plain path of duty, and 
may our lives glorify Your name. May 
each of us remember that You are the 
sure rock upon which we can stand, 
even when the future seems uncertain. 
Give us the wisdom to trust You to 
order our steps. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, 
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2004 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to consideration of H.R. 2660, 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (H.R. 2660) making appropria-

tions for the Department of Labor, Health 
and Human Services, and Education, and re-
lated agencies for fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30th, 2004, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the majority leader, I have been 
asked to make his introductory state-
ment, and as indicated by the Presi-
dent pro tempore, we are taking up 
H.R. 2660, which is the appropriations 
bill for the Department of Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation. 

As a procedural matter, in accord-
ance with the custom of the Senate, I 
ask unanimous consent that all after 
the enacting clause be stricken and the 
text of Calendar No. 175, S. 1356, the 
Senate committee-reported bill, be in-
serted in lieu thereof, and the bill, as 
amended, be considered as original text 
for purpose of further amendment, and 
that no points of order be waived by 
reason of this agreement. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there an objection? 

Mr. REID. On behalf of two Senators, 
I object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
objection is heard. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 
bill which we are considering today is 
the largest of all of the appropriations 
bills, consisting of some $472 billion, 
even larger than the Defense appropria-
tions bill, although a major portion of 
that is on mandatory spending—Medi-
care, Medicaid, family assistance, and 
other mandatory provisions—which 
leaves $137.6 billion to fund the three 
departments: the Department of Labor, 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services, and the Department of Edu-
cation. 

The amount of the discretionary 
spending is $380 million below the 
President’s budget request and $435 bil-
lion below the amount the House of 
Representatives had to spend on Labor, 
HHS, and Education programs. 

It is important to note that the 
House and Senate bills also have an ad-
ditional $2.2 billion in fiscal year 2004 
which was achieved by pushing back 
advanced appropriations from fiscal 
year 2004 to fiscal year 2003. 

On August 1, the last day of the ses-
sion before the August recess, the ma-
jority leader, Senator FRIST, and I had 
a brief colloquy where the majority 
leader announced at that time for the 
information of all Senators and others 
that the first order of business of 9:30 
on Tuesday, September 2nd, would be 
this appropriations bill. The Senate 
has an enormous agenda to take up 
during the month of September. As is 
well known, the fiscal year ends on 
September 30th and if there is to be 
any realistic chance of completing all 
13 appropriations bills, with only two 
having been completed so far—the De-
partment of Defense appropriation and 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES10942 September 2, 2003 
the military construction bill—we are 
going to have to take up these bills in 
an orderly and expeditious way. When I 
say ‘‘expeditious,’’ I do not mean in a 
hurried way. It is a matter of taking up 
the amendments so we can move 
through them. 

In advance of the August 1st depar-
ture date, I conferred with the distin-
guished ranking member, Senator HAR-
KIN, who agreed with that approach. I 
conferred with the ranking member of 
the full committee, Senator BYRD, who 
agreed with that approach. I conferred 
with the chairman of the full com-
mittee, the distinguished President pro 
tempore, about the processing of this 
bill. I talked to many of the Senators 
on both sides of the aisle who would be 
expected to offer amendments. It is my 
hope amendments will be offered, that 
we can work through time agreements. 
The distinguished assistant leader of 
the Democrats is here and has been 
very diligent in moving the legislative 
matters through. It would be my hope 
we would have the amendments come 
to the floor, offered, that we could get 
time agreements, and we could proceed 
to vote on whatever amendments may 
be offered. 

I am advised by staff there are 45 
amendments pending—amendments 
which we know about. That is a large 
number but it is well known that 
amendments tend to be refined as 
Members consider the matters. 

We have a major job ahead of us. But 
it would not be out of reason to con-
sider amendments today. We are ad-
vised that two Senators on the other 
side of the aisle have amendments 
which they are prepared to offer. If 
those come to fruition, we can move 
right ahead with the debate at an early 
point. 

In the colloquy on August 1, reflected 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, I made 
a point that the grave difficulties 
which I have seen in my tenure in the 
Senate occur when the quorum calls 
consume a great deal of the Senate’s 
time, when those two lights are on, sig-
nifying that there is no business pend-
ing before the Senate. I expressed the 
view that if Senators were not prepared 
to offer amendments, that the majority 
leader ought to consider moving to 
third reading, that is final passage, and 
try to move the bill along. 

I fully understand that requires co-
operation from the other side of the 
aisle. If the other side of the aisle de-
cides we are not to move to third read-
ing, there are ample procedures avail-
able to preclude the majority from 
moving to third reading. But, having 
given that notice more than a month 
ago that we would be taking the bill up 
at this time, 9:30 on September 2, and 
that the expectation was to move 
ahead, if we were to have any chance of 
completing the appropriations bills by 
September 30 that this bill would have 
to serve as a flagship for the month of 
September. 

I might add that the Senate has a 
very crowded agenda. There is already 

considerable speculation in the media 
about what will happen in the Con-
gress, the House and the Senate, now 
that we are back from the August re-
cess and we face many contentious 
matters. 

There is no doubt that an overlay, 
the international issue of Iraq, is very 
much on all of our minds. I was very 
glad to see the Bush administration 
sent a signal 10 days ago that there 
would be consideration to United Na-
tions participation in Iraq. The precise 
formula was not indicated. I think that 
can be achieved, maintaining U.S. mili-
tary command. 

There have been strong requests for a 
statement from the administration as 
to what Iraq is going to cost. All of us 
would like to know what those param-
eters are and what the expenses are 
going to be. That is a difficult matter 
to calculate because of the uncertain-
ties over Iraq in so many respects. 

There are efforts being made to bring 
other nations into the operation there, 
into the policing operation, and a spe-
cial effort to bring in Muslim nations, 
Pakistan and Turkey illustratively, to 
give the Arab world more confidence as 
to what is going on. Certainly, if we 
are successful in bringing other nations 
in, that will have a material impact on 
what the cost will be to the United 
States. 

Beyond the issues of Iraq and other 
matters for the Department of State on 
international expenditures, there is the 
issue of prescription drugs, where legis-
lation has been passed by both the 
House and the Senate which will have 
to be submitted to conference. 

The Energy bills will be a major mat-
ter with Congress really on the spot to 
respond to the blackouts affecting 50 
million people. From the Judiciary 
Committee where I serve, there are a 
number of matters which will be com-
ing to the floor, litigation matters, 
most prominent of which is the legisla-
tion pending on asbestos. A bill was re-
ported out of committee, largely along 
party lines. 

During the month of August, consid-
erable work has been done by many of 
us, including an effort to bring in a 
very distinguished Federal judge, Ed-
ward R. Becker, Chief Judge Emeritus 
of the Third Circuit, to analyze the 
issues in an effort to be helpful. Obvi-
ously the matter is a congressional 
matter, but Chief Judge Becker has 
special expertise in the field by virtue 
of being the judge who wrote the major 
opinion on the issue of class certifi-
cation. That is mentioned as one of the 
many items. 

The key to the success of our Senate 
will turn on getting started with this 
bill and moving ahead. I think it is not 
unreasonable to think, if we have co-
operation on all sides, that this is a 
matter which could be completed dur-
ing the course of this week. 

The bill which is now before the Sen-
ate contains funding for medical re-
search in the amount of $27.9 billion for 
the National Institutes of Health. This 

is $1 billion over the fiscal year 2003 ap-
propriation, and will continue the work 
of thousands of researchers across the 
United States. 

The distinguished ranking member of 
this subcommittee, Senator HARKIN, 
and I have taken the lead in the course 
of the past 5 years in more than dou-
bling the allocations on the National 
Institutes of Health, from $12 billion to 
more than $27 billion. The increase of 
$1 billion is a sum which I personally 
would like to see increased. We are 
considering an amendment which 
would have a significant increase in 
the National Institutes of Health fund-
ing. 

When you take a look at the diseases 
which are affected, they touch vir-
tually all Americans either directly or 
through families or close friends: au-
tism, stroke, Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s, 
spinal muscular atrophy, scleroderma, 
multiple sclerosis, muscular dystrophy, 
diabetes, amyotrophic lateral sclerosis, 
heart disease, arthritis, schizophrenia, 
Cooley’s anemia, kidney disorders, spi-
nal cord injury, cancers of many vari-
eties, including but not limited to 
breast, cervical, lymphoma, prostate, 
pancreatic, brain, lung, and colon. 

The increases in funding here have 
had a very material effect for enor-
mous advances in research which 
moves toward the prevention or cure of 
many of these matters. 

This bill includes $944 million for 
obesity prevention and nutrition ini-
tiatives. We see more and more that 
there is a need for programs designed 
to increase physical activity, promote 
healthy lifestyles and good nutritional 
benefits. This is an increase of some 
$34.2 million over funds available for 
fiscal year 2003. 

In the course of the preparation of 
this budget, obviously the sub-
committee and then the full committee 
have considered a wide range of prior-
ities. I think it should be noted that 
when there is the contention raised 
about cuts in the funding for this sub-
committee, it is not accurate. For fis-
cal year 2003, the total discretionary 
budget was $134.6 billion. The total 
budget for fiscal year 2004, which we 
are considering today, as I have said, is 
$137.6 billion. So that is essentially flat 
funding but not a decrease. 

My preference would have been to 
have had a significant increase in the 
funding for this subcommittee, as I ar-
gued in the full committee, and repeat 
that argument here on the floor. But 
we live within the constraints of the 
budget resolution which was enacted 
and with the allocations which have 
been made pursuant to the budget reso-
lution. So on some of these items there 
are increases, on some of these items 
there are decreases, but the overall 
budget does not have a cut. It is essen-
tially flat. 

The budget also contains $63 billion 
for the prevention and reversal of heart 
disease. Americans of all ages live with 
the effects of cardiovascular disease. 
Heart disease is the Nation’s No. 1 kill-
er, with over 960,000 deaths attributed 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S10943 September 2, 2003 
to this disease each year. To address 
this initiative, the bill includes $5.7 bil-
lion for cardiovascular research, pre-
vention, and education. 

That is obviously an increase which 
we think is well warranted by the im-
pact of heart disease on the lives of 
Americans. 

The bill includes $4.6 billion for pro-
grams for the Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention. It includes $250 
million to continue planning, design, 
and construction of new facilities, as 
well as repair and renovations of the 
existing structures. 

Several years ago I made a trip to 
Atlanta to the Centers for Disease Con-
trol because I had heard a great deal 
about the deplorable conditions there. I 
found that was true. Senator HARKIN 
made a similar visit. Upon returning, 
we added $170 million to the funding. In 
the ensuing years, we added $250 mil-
lion in each of 2 years. This is the third 
year for this increase in funding. 

The Centers for Disease Control is at 
the forefront of so much of what we are 
doing trying to combat AIDS world-
wide, dealing with the SARS epidemic, 
and planning for potential terrorist at-
tacks. The Centers for Disease Control 
is one of the areas which urgently re-
quires adequate funding. 

This bill also contains funding for in-
fectious disease initiatives. More than 
35 new emerging infectious diseases 
were identified between 1973 and the 
year 2000. Recent experiences with the 
West Nile virus, SARS, and monkey 
pox illustrate the vital need to 
strengthen this Nation’s capacity to 
identify and combat emerging infec-
tious diseases. The bill includes $2.2 
billion to improve United States re-
search capabilities and to detect and 
control emerging infectious disease 
threats in the United States and 
around the world. 

Also included in the bill is funding 
for the National Cord Blood Stem Cell 
Bank Program—some $10 million to 
create a National Cord Blood Stem Cell 
Bank to be used for patients who need 
transplants but lack suitable family 
donors. The stem cells found in cord 
blood are useful in treating a variety of 
blood disorders. 

Following a report from the Institute 
of Medicine, the subcommittee took 
the lead in appropriating funds to deal 
with medical errors reduction. This bill 
contains $84 million, an increase of $29 
million over the previous year’s 
amount, to determine ways to reduce 
medical errors. 

I note the presence on the floor of the 
distinguished ranking member of the 
full committee. I think it might be ap-
propriate to try to move the sequenc-
ing along, so I am going to interrupt 
my opening statement so I can confer 
with the Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will allow me to say a few re-
marks prior to that without the 
RECORD appearing interrupted. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am 
delighted to yield to the distinguished 
assistant leader of the Democrats. 

Mr. REID. I thank the Senator very 
much. 

Mr. President, let me say first of all 
that the Senator from Pennsylvania 
and the Senator from Iowa have done 
remarkably important work over the 
last many years on this most impor-
tant piece of legislation which we have 
to move every year. They have done 
tremendous work for the National In-
stitutes of Health and for the Centers 
for Disease Control. I think we owe 
them a debt of gratitude for recog-
nizing the problems which we have and 
which have been addressed. 

Let me say very briefly that if we 
maintain the schedule we have now had 
for this entire year where we have very 
few votes on Fridays—if we have votes, 
they are usually inconsequential—and 
we have no votes until late Monday, we 
can’t do all the work that needs to be 
done. Everyone might as well acknowl-
edge that. We work here on a 3-day 
workweek basically. That is what we 
have been working on. We can’t do the 
nine appropriations bills that need to 
be done and the mass of other very im-
portant legislation. Once we get the 
bills passed, we have to do the con-
ferences and bring those back. We have 
the important bills that are already in 
conference that are nonappropriations 
matters. Of course, we have the three 
appropriations bills in conference. But 
we have lots of things to do. I just alert 
everyone that it can’t be done on a 3- 
day workweek. 

I think it is very important to note 
that today there will be no votes. Yes-
terday was an important holiday. 
There were parades around the country 
and other festivities that Members of 
the Senate and House were involved in. 

This bill is extremely important. It is 
a difficult bill. We are going to cooper-
ate in any way we can. 

We do have one procedural problem. I 
don’t know how long it will take to 
work that out. We have the overtime 
amendment which the Senator from 
Pennsylvania is aware of. It will take 
some time. 

We also have the Leave No Child Be-
hind Program. I spoke to the State leg-
islature in Nevada in February and 
said unless something happened we 
would be leaving lots of children be-
hind. The State of Nevada and other 
States are really in deep trouble in 
education because the Federal Govern-
ment is not doing what it needs to do. 

There will be a series of amendments. 
They are 60-vote amendments. We have 
to go through those. At the present 
time, we have about 40 amendments, 
most of which are Democrat amend-
ments. We acknowledge that. We are 
going to be as positive and as coopera-
tive as we can be on this legislation, 
recognizing that it is a difficult bill. 

I think realistically, I say to my 
friend from Pennsylvania, who is much 
more experienced than I, having been 
here as long as he has been, it is going 
to be extremely difficult to finish this 
bill this week. Today is Tuesday. There 
are no votes today. We have Wednesday 

and Thursday. Unless we suddenly 
adopt a new procedure where we work 
more than 3 days a week—we will not 
be doing anything on Friday, but we 
are willing to work with the Senator 
from Pennsylvania and the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Senator DASCHLE indicated to me 
this bill is important and that we have 
to work in any way we can to move it 
along, and we will do that. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished assistant lead-
er for the Democrats for those com-
ments. I know from working with Sen-
ator REID for many years that he is 
consistently cooperative. I agree with 
his characterization of the importance 
of this bill and the complexity of the 
bill. 

When he commented about 40 amend-
ments mostly from that side of the 
aisle, that is consistent with the pre-
liminary report which I have heard. It 
also accurately states that the amend-
ments are 60-vote amendments, as re-
quired under the budget resolution. 

When he comments about my greater 
experience, I may have been here a lit-
tle longer, but I don’t have any more 
experience than Senator REID does. 
Those who have been in the Senate or 
who have observed the Senate know we 
have an amazing capacity for moving 
promptly when we decide to do so and 
when we decide to make relevant com-
ments. If we can stay on the bill, I 
think we ought to take whatever time 
we need on this bill. I don’t disagree 
with that a bit. But it is possible to 
work out time agreements. I do not 
disagree with the statement of the Sen-
ator from Nevada that it would be dif-
ficult—perhaps even unlikely—to fin-
ish the bill this week. But it can be 
done. The last time I managed this bill 
was in June of 2000. We finished the bill 
on June 28 in advance of the conven-
tions that year. When this Senate 
starts to move in a definitive way, this 
Senate has the capacity to move expe-
ditiously. 

I had been in the middle of my open-
ing statement and had come to a num-
ber of the main categories. But I am 
going to abbreviate this opening state-
ment because I have conferred with the 
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia, the ranking member of the full 
committee, who has advised that he is 
prepared to move immediately with an 
amendment. 

To repeat, there is nothing like using 
the time on the Senate floor for 
amendments as opposed to statements. 
As important as opening statements 
are to the bill’s managers, an opening 
statement is a statement. And if we 
move to amendments, I think that 
would be the most effective use of the 
Senate’s time. 

We might also be establishing a new 
record on moving to an amendment 
within a half hour of the opening of the 
Senate, especially on a day when, as 
the majority leader announced, there 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES10944 September 2, 2003 
will be no rollcall votes. But any 
amendments which will have votes or-
dered on will be taken up according to 
the majority leader’s schedule, no ear-
lier than tomorrow. 

I yield the floor to the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted to see my friend. I have several 
friends in the Senate, but there is one 
very special friend of mine who is pres-
ently in the chair. He is the President 
pro tempore of the Senate and a man 
who is well equipped for that position. 
He has had a long service in the Senate 
and, of course, long service on the Ap-
propriations Committee. He has been 
chairman. He has been ranking mem-
ber. He is the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee now. I speak of 
course of my dear friend, the distin-
guished senior Senator from Alaska, 
TED STEVENS, who is the Man of the 
Century for the State of Alaska, and 
rightly so. 

I also am very proud to say I have an-
other friend in the Chamber at the mo-
ment, among several friends in the 
Chamber, and this friend of whom I 
speak is the chairman of the appropria-
tions subcommittee that has in its ju-
risdiction the bill that is before the 
Senate at this time, the Labor-HHS ap-
propriations bill. 

Senator SPECTER is a man—I speak of 
Alexander Pope, who said about an-
other gentleman: ‘‘Thou art my guide 
and friend.’’ ARLEN SPECTER is a man 
after my own kidney, as Shakespeare 
would say. And he recognizes the needs 
of the country, as I think I do. His 
heart is in the right place when it 
comes to the education of our young 
people, and I am very proud to call him 
my friend. I thank him for his cour-
tesies always, which are characteristic 
of him. He is one of the special people 
who have served in this Senate with 
me. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1543 
Now to the business at hand. I have 

an amendment. Before I send it to the 
desk, let me make a brief statement. 

When Congress passed the No Child 
Left Behind Act, we made a deal with 
the American people. I am speaking of 
a time which was nearly 2 years ago 
when we made this deal with the Amer-
ican people. We said that from now on 
we will hold schools more account-
able—more accountable—than ever be-
fore; we will require them to make sure 
that all children succeed academically, 
not just the wealthy, not just those 
who live in the nicer parts of town, but 
all children—poor students, students 
from Appalachia, across the prairies, 
across the Great Plains, across the 
Rockies, to the Pacific coast—yes, all 
the way to Alaska—children with dis-
abilities, and students of all races and 
ethnicities. Schools must leave no 
child behind. But, in return, we prom-
ised to give schools the resources they 
need to make these improvements. 

This bill does not fulfill that prom-
ise, and there is no better example of 

that broken promise than the title I 
program for disadvantaged students. 
Title I helps the students who need 
help the most, the millions who are 
being left behind. It is also the pro-
gram that, under the No Child Left Be-
hind Act, will hold schools accountable 
for improving student performance. 
That is why, when Congress wrote the 
No Child Left Behind Act, it authorized 
specific funding levels for title I for 
every year through fiscal year 2012. 

Now, I went to school—many years 
ago, of course; I started in 1924—and it 
was a little two-room schoolhouse in a 
coal camp in southern West Virginia. It 
was at Algonquin, WV. That is the 
mining camp in which I started school. 
That is the mining camp in which my 
foster father worked in the mines. 

We did not have the Government sup-
port in those days that students have 
now. I was one of the students who 
today would be considered a disadvan-
taged child. Of course, about all the 
children in that coal camp were dis-
advantaged. But we had caring teach-
ers. We had good teachers. 

I remember being in the primer, 
starting out in the primer, and the 
leading character in the primer was 
Baby Rae. I studied about Baby Rae. 
But those were disadvantaged children. 
All of us were disadvantaged. We all 
came from poor families, but we stud-
ied hard. We had caring teachers, as I 
say, and they encouraged us to study. 
Mine were foster parents, I having lost 
my mother when I was 1 year old in the 
great influenza epidemic in 1917 and 
1918. But those foster parents cared for 
me, and they loved me, and they en-
couraged me to study and to study 
hard. 

So I am a supporter, a strong sup-
porter, of education. I come here as one 
who has supported Federal funds for 
education practically all the years I 
have been in Congress. And this is the 
51st year I have been in Congress. 
There was a great debate in the early 
years when I was in the House about 
Federal aid to education. Well, it is an 
accepted factor now in our thinking. 
So today I have come to support an 
amendment which I will offer shortly. 

Let me say again that when Congress 
wrote the No Child Left Behind Act, it 
authorized specific funding levels for 
title I for every year through fiscal 
year 2012. The authorized amount for 
fiscal year 2004 is $18.5 billion. That is 
enough to fully serve 6.2 million needy 
children, according to the Congres-
sional Research Service. This bill be-
fore the Senate today provides just 
$12.4 billion. 

That is enough to fully serve only 4.1 
million children. The amendment I am 
about to offer would increase title I 
funding by $6.1 billion for a total of 
$18.5 billion, the fully authorized level 
for fiscal year 2004, and it would extend 
the full educational benefits of title I 
to 2.1 million children who otherwise 
would be left behind. This would allow 
us to keep the promise we made in the 
No Child Left Behind Act. 

This amendment is fully offset, may 
I say, for fiscal year 2004, and it 
achieves this by rescinding fiscal year 
2004 advance appropriations in the fis-
cal year 2003 Labor-HHS appropriations 
bill and reappropriating those monies 
in fiscal year 2004. This is the exact 
same mechanism that Chairman STE-
VENS and Chairman SPECTER are using 
to add $2.2 billion to the base bill. My 
amendment simply builds upon this 
and adds $6.1 billion more for title I. 

Students and teachers across the 
country are desperate for more fund-
ing. In West Virginia, the Department 
of Education announced this summer 
that 326 of the State’s 728 schools failed 
to make adequate yearly progress. 
That is 45 percent of all the schools in 
the State. May I say to the distin-
guished Presiding Officer, Mr. SMITH, 
that in many other States, more than 
half of all the schools failed to make 
adequate progress. Let me repeat: In 
my own State, 326 of West Virginia’s 
728 schools failed to make adequate 
yearly progress. That is 45 percent of 
all the schools in the State, almost 
half. But in many other States, more 
than half of all the schools failed to 
make adequate progress. 

I ask my fellow Senators: Where is 
the money going to come from to help 
these schools improve? The State gov-
ernments, as we all know, are facing a 
fiscal crisis. Yet this appropriations 
bill underfunds title I by more than $6 
billion. This bill, indeed, is a bit frail 
on the No Child Left Behind Act, and it 
is unfair to all the people in this coun-
try who are working so hard to imple-
ment the provisions of that act. 

Parents and teachers want their 
schools to be held accountable. They 
want every child to succeed, and they 
are holding up their end of the bargain. 
Now is the time for the Federal Gov-
ernment to hold up its end of the bar-
gain. 

As students all over the country re-
turn to their classrooms this month, it 
is important to remember that this 
amendment is not just about dollars; it 
is about hiring good teachers. It is 
about improving the curriculum; it is 
about reducing class sizes; it is about 
buying educational materials—all the 
elements that are key to helping stu-
dents reach their academic potential. 

I voted for the No Child Left Behind 
Act. I support the reforms in that law. 
But schools need more funding if we 
are truly going to leave no child be-
hind. 

I urge my fellow Senators to approve 
this amendment. We gave our word to 
the people when we passed the No Child 
Left Behind Act. We must keep our 
word. 

Everything I have said is certainly 
meant to be no criticism of the chair-
man of the subcommittee or the rank-
ing member or the members of the sub-
committee. They have all done the best 
they could do. Mr. SPECTER has done 
the best he could with what he had, and 
so has the ranking member. I offer this 
amendment not in criticism of them or 
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the members of the subcommittee. 
They simply did the best they could 
with what they had. I fully support the 
chairman and ranking member and the 
subcommittee. I simply offer this 
amendment because I think the Na-
tion’s children deserve it. I hope Sen-
ators on both sides will support it to 
the fullest. 

I send the amendment to the desk. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, if the 

distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia will yield for a moment. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. SPECTER. As a procedural mat-

ter, with an objection having been 
lodged, if I may have the attention of 
the Senator from West Virginia, the 
procedure would be appropriate if the 
Senator from West Virginia would 
allow me first to send a substitute 
amendment to the desk and then the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from West Virginia would be in the na-
ture of a second-degree amendment and 
would obviate the objection which was 
made earlier procedurally. 

Mr. BYRD. Very well, yes. 
Mr. SPECTER. This certainly is not 

clear, if anybody is watching on C– 
SPAN, but that would set the proce-
dural status in the correct shape. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, it would. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1542 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I send 
a substitute amendment to the desk. 
For the information of all Members, 
this is the text of the Senate-reported 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH). The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-
TER] proposes an amendment numbered 1542. 

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’) 

Mr. SPECTER. Parliamentary in-
quiry. Would it be in order now for the 
amendment to be offered by the Sen-
ator from West Virginia? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ments to the Senator’s amendment are 
now in order. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair and 
my colleague from West Virginia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1543 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1542 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 

the distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee for his accommodations 
that have been extended at this point. 
I send the amendment to the substitute 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered 
1543 to amendment No. 1542. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide additional funding for 

education for the disadvantaged) 
On page 36, line 16, strike the period and 

insert ‘‘: Provided further, That of the funds 

appropriated in this Act for the National In-
stitutes of Health, $1,500,000,000 shall not be 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2004: Provided further, That the amount 
$14,103,356,000 under the heading ‘Education 
for the Disadvantaged’ in title III of this Act 
shall be deemed to be $20,253,356,000: Provided 
further, That the amount $6,582,294,000 under 
the heading ‘Education for the Disadvan-
taged’ in title III of this Act shall be deemed 
to be $12,732,294,000: Provided further, That 
the amount $1,670,239,000 under the heading 
‘Education for the Disadvantaged’ in title III 
of this Act shall be deemed to be 
$4,745,239,000: Provided further, That the 
amount $2,207,448,000 under the heading ‘Edu-
cation for the Disadvantaged’ in title III of 
this Act shall be deemed to be $5,282,448,000: 
Provided further, That the amount 
$6,895,199,000 in section 305(a)(1) of this Act 
shall be deemed to be $13,045,199,000: Provided 
further, That the amount $6,783,301,000 in sec-
tion 305(a)(2) of this Act shall be deemed to 
be $633,301,000.’’. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have al-
ready spoken on behalf of the amend-
ment. I do not ask for recognition at 
this point. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I note 
the distinguished Senator from Iowa 
advancing toward the podium. I yield 
to him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, first, I 
am very pleased to join my colleague 
and friend, Senator SPECTER, in bring-
ing to the Senate floor the fiscal year 
2004 Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices, and related agencies appropria-
tions bill. 

Let me begin by thanking my good 
friend and partner in this endeavor, 
Senator SPECTER, and his excellent 
staff, for always working closely with 
me and my staff in putting this bill to-
gether on a bipartisan basis. It is al-
ways one of the most difficult bills to 
put together and it is also one of the 
most important. Our Nation’s health 
and the strength of our tomorrows are 
shaped by the critical health, edu-
cation, and labor investments made by 
this bill. 

I will say at the outset that this bill 
is not perfect—at least in my esti-
mation. I will also say that my distin-
guished chairman did the best he could 
with the bad hand he was dealt by a 
very shortsighted budget resolution. As 
we have done in our over 12-year part-
nership working on this sub-
committee—sometimes I am chair and 
sometimes he is chair, and it goes back 
and forth. But it has been a great part-
nership working together on this sub-
committee over all these years. 

This bill is no different. It is truly 
the product of bipartisan work and ne-
gotiation. We have worked closely to 
shape it. We have done our best to ac-
commodate the literally thousands of 
requests. I assume Senator SPECTER 
has gotten about the same number as I 
have—which adds up to about a thou-
sand, I suppose—to try to accommo-
date those requests we have received 
from colleagues. 

Again, at the outset, I don’t think 
our subcommittee allocation was ade-

quate to meet the demands we face in 
job training, health care, and, of 
course, education. I will be speaking 
again shortly on the pending amend-
ment that was just offered by Senator 
BYRD because we are very short in the 
area of education. 

I look forward to the Senate debate. 
There will be a number of amendments 
offered. I don’t know the exact number 
that will be offered, but this bill al-
ways attracts a number of amend-
ments, and rightfully so. 

As I said, I think we are short in the 
bill in meeting the critical health, edu-
cation, and labor-related issues that 
confront the country. For example, 
with this allocation, we are only able 
to increase education funding by 2.8 
percent over fiscal year 2003. The Presi-
dent promised that the mandates of the 
No Child Left Behind Act would be ac-
companied by the money needed to im-
plement those reforms. In that act, we 
put a lot of mandates on local school 
districts and authorized monies to 
back up those mandates. We are $8.4 
million short of meeting those funding 
goals. 

I look forward to the Senate debate 
as we consider this important bill and 
hope to work with my colleagues to in-
crease funding for a number of impor-
tant programs funded in this bill before 
the bill leaves the Senate floor. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1543 
Mr. President, I will speak for a few 

minutes on the amendment offered by 
Senator BYRD. First, I thank him for 
his leadership in offering this amend-
ment on title I funding for education. 
This amendment, more than any other 
that will be offered on this bill, will 
show the Nation—our parents, teach-
ers, kids, and school boards—how seri-
ous we are about leaving no child be-
hind. Do we give schools the money 
they need to improve or do we give 
them just a bunch of mandates and 
leave them out to dry? That is what is 
at stake with Senator BYRD’s amend-
ment. 

Now, to make the record clear, as 
most Senators, I supported and voted 
for the No Child Left Behind Act. Being 
a member of the authorizing com-
mittee under the able leadership of the 
Senator from New Hampshire, Mr. 
GREGG, and the ranking minority mem-
ber, Senator KENNEDY, and also being 
the ranking member on the Appropria-
tions Committee that funds these pro-
grams, I followed the development and 
was involved in the discussions with 
the White House as the bill was devel-
oped. 

The No Child Left Behind Act, more 
than any other educational bill in our 
history, holds schools accountable for 
performance. It demands that we hold 
every student, including those most 
disadvantaged, to the same high stand-
ards. That is fine. We all agreed on 
that. We all want high standards. We 
want those standards to be met even 
among the most disadvantaged of our 
kids. 

But the bill we passed also says that 
schools should have the money to do 
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the job, that they should have the re-
sources to hire the teachers, reduce 
class sizes, update their curricula, get 
the new technologies that are out 
there, and make all the improvements 
they need to leave no child behind. 

Now, in particular, the No Child Left 
Behind Act sets specific authorization 
levels for title I. We did that because 
title I is the key to the success of the 
No Child Left Behind Act. This pro-
gram is designed to help the children 
who are most at risk of falling behind. 
It is also the program that includes the 
loss accountability measures. 

President Bush and Members of Con-
gress spent a lot of time negotiating 
over how much money was needed for 
title I. This wasn’t something just 
plucked out of the air. This was during 
a long period of negotiation. What did 
we need to put into title I so that the 
most disadvantaged kids could really 
be held to the same high standards be-
cause they would be given the re-
sources they need to achieve those 
standards? Well, we settled on an au-
thorization of $16 billion for fiscal year 
2003, $18.5 billion for fiscal year 2004, 
and so on, for every year through fiscal 
year 2012. 

Looking back on it now, as I voted 
for the bill, perhaps I was a little bit 
too overeager to believe that the Presi-
dent would, indeed, step forward and 
ensure that we had the resources to do 
the job. I believed him when he said he 
was serious about increasing funding 
for education to meet the mandates of 
No Child Left Behind. Well, now we 
have a bill before us that underfunds 
title I by more than $6 billion. 

As I said, the authorization for fiscal 
year 2004 is $18.5 billion, which we ne-
gotiated and put into the law. This bill 
provides $12.35 billion, which is exactly 
the amount requested by President 
Bush. So, again, my question is, if the 
President was serious about both the 
mandates and the resources needed to 
meet those mandates—the President 
was very eager to sign the bill and get 
the mandates but when it came time to 
get the money out, he shortchanged it 
by $6 billion. That is his request. 

Again, I don’t blame anybody on our 
committee. I don’t blame our chairman 
or anyone else. We worked together 
closely. I am sure a lot of us would 
have liked to have provided more for 
title I but we simply didn’t have the re-
sources. We were hemmed in by the 
budget agreement. So now the bill is 
exactly where President Bush wanted 
it for title I. It is nowhere close 
enough. It is $6 billion short. That is 
why we need Senator BYRD’s amend-
ment to fund title I at the level we 
agreed during the negotiation process. 
We need to fulfill the commitment we 
made to the students, parents, and edu-
cators of this country when we passed 
No Child Left Behind. 

I can already tell you what some on 
the other side will say about this 
amendment. They are going to say 
President Bush has already done a lot 
to increase funding for title I. They 

will say title I funding has increased 
from $8.8 billion to $11.7 billion during 
his administration. I love that phrase, 
‘‘during his administration.’’ When my 
friends on the other side say ‘‘during 
his administration,’’ they want people 
to think title I funding went up be-
cause of President Bush’s administra-
tion. But they cannot truthfully say 
that, so they use the phrase ‘‘it went 
up during his administration.’’ 

It is like the weather: It has rained a 
lot during President Bush’s adminis-
tration. Sometimes it has been very 
hot during President Bush’s adminis-
tration. It has even snowed during his 
administration. But his administration 
did not have anything to do with any of 
that. It is the same with title I. Presi-
dent Bush deserves as much credit for 
recent title I increases as he does for 
the weather outside. 

The fact is, President Bush requested 
only $1.3 billion of the $2.9 billion we 
increased during his administration. 
The only reason title I increased more 
during his administration was because 
we Democrats in the Congress insisted 
on it over the White House’s strong ob-
jections. And now President Bush 
wants to underfund title I by more 
than $6 billion. 

I guess what Senator BYRD is saying 
and what I am saying and I know a lot 
of others will be saying is we have to 
help President Bush keep the promise 
he made when he signed the No Child 
Left Behind Act, and we intend to help 
him keep his promise. 

This is back-to-school time across 
the Nation. I was driving in this morn-
ing, seeing kids waiting on a corner for 
a school bus, remembering when I used 
to walk my daughters down to the 
same corner to catch a school bus. Par-
ents were standing there. The kids 
were eager and excited, looking for-
ward to going to school. 

I met teachers in Iowa when I was 
there in August, excited about the new 
school year and the prospect of getting 
these kids interested in learning, ex-
panding their horizons and their 
knowledge of the world around them. 
But mixed with that excitement was a 
lot of worry about this new education 
bill. I have not met one teacher, I have 
not met one principal, I have not met 
one school board member who is afraid 
of reforms, who is afraid of account-
ability, who is afraid of high standards. 
They all want those standards. What 
they are really afraid of is the law is 
going to designate their school as fail-
ing, leaving them out to dry with no 
additional funding. 

Throughout the summer, we have 
gotten our first look at how big a chal-
lenge we face, as States have been re-
porting how many of their schools are 
making ‘‘adequate yearly progress’’— 
that is the phrase, ‘‘adequate yearly 
progress’’—under the No Child Left Be-
hind Act. It is not a very pretty pic-
ture. In many States, more than half 
the schools are falling short of their 
goals. If they do not turn it around, 
they will face sanctions. They get 

tougher and tougher every year until 
ultimately the school can be taken 
over by the State or everyone who 
works in the school can be fired. It is a 
whirlpool effect, and once they get in 
the whirlpool, they cannot get out un-
less something reaches in to either 
stop that whirlpool or yank them out, 
and that is what title I does. But we 
are underfunding title I. 

What is going to happen is the 
schools that are located in high-income 
areas, where they have a high property 
tax base—and we see them in the sub-
urbs. Both my kids were privileged to 
go to Fairfax County public schools, 
one of the great public school systems 
in America. A lot of wealthy people 
live in Fairfax County. The county has 
a high tax base. 

How about kids who are not so fortu-
nate, kids just across the river, maybe 
in southern Prince George’s County or 
maybe in places in Iowa, my home 
State. We have the same problem. In 
some places there are great schools lo-
cated where they have a good property 
tax base. Others schools, where they 
have a low property tax base, cannot 
make it. That is where the kids are dis-
advantaged. The mandates we put on 
schools under No Child Left Behind do 
not distinguish between those schools 
that are located in high-income areas 
and those schools located in low-in-
come areas. They all have to meet 
these annual yearly progress reports. 

What is going to happen if we do not 
pass the Byrd amendment and if we do 
not step up and fund title I as we pre-
viously agreed we were going to with 
the administration? Simply, the 
schools that are already in trouble are 
going to get in worse trouble. They 
simply have no other recourse. The 
schools that are in good shape are 
going to be fine; they have a high prop-
erty tax base. They are in affluent 
areas. They are going to be fine. So we 
are going to have a division in this 
country. We are going to have two edu-
cational systems: One that will be 
moving up, meeting the mandates of 
No Child Left Behind, and schools that 
will be going down because we are not 
reaching in to help fund the mandate. 

Make no mistake about it, No Child 
Left Behind is the biggest Federal 
mandate on public schools ever enacted 
by the U.S. Congress. It is a Federal 
mandate. I hear all this preaching 
around here all the time about local 
control of schools and letting the 
States run the schools and local com-
munities run the schools. The great ge-
nius, I think, of our education system 
in America is it has been widely dis-
persed because they have experimen-
tation and new programs happening in 
different parts of the country. We do 
not have top-down bureaucratic con-
trol of all these schools, as they do in 
some countries. We have had a wide 
dispersal of control of education in our 
country, and that has been the real ge-
nius of our school system. 

The failure of our education system 
is how we pay for it: paying for it on 
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the basis of property taxes. I have 
asked many times: Would someone 
please show me in the Constitution of 
the United States where it says that 
public education is to be funded by 
property taxes? We will not find it any-
where. But that is the way the system 
evolved in our country. Public edu-
cation is basically funded on the basis 
of property taxes. 

Congress came along after a couple 
hundred years, first in the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act in the 
1960s, and later with the Education of 
All Handicapped Children Act, IDEA, 
and title I, and said we need to help 
provide additional resources, and that 
has been good. Then the Federal Gov-
ernment comes along and lays a heavy 
mandate on these schools to meet cer-
tain requirements and they refuse to 
come up with the money. 

The burden lies upon President Bush, 
but if he will not do it, then we have to 
do it. We do not want these schools to 
be taken over. We do not want them to 
fail. We want them to meet these high 
standards. 

Again, we will hear people say: 
Money is not just the answer. They 
will say: HARKIN, all you want to do is 
throw money at this problem. 

I do not think money is the only so-
lution for our schools, but I ask this 
question: If we want to hire good 
teachers, can we hire them on the 
cheap? We already know how many 
teachers are leaving education today, 
especially in the elementary schools, 
because today the private sector can 
compete for those teachers, and when 
those teachers find that their hands 
are tied, that they have all these man-
dates, and they do not have the re-
sources to meet their annual yearly 
progress, they become frustrated. They 
want to teach, but, quite frankly, they 
can get paid more and put up with less 
of those frustrations on the outside. So 
today there is a huge exodus of teach-
ers in elementary education in Amer-
ica. These mandates are one of the 
causes of it. 

If you want to hire teachers, it takes 
money. If you want to reduce class 
sizes, with fewer kids per teacher, 
guess what. That costs money. If you 
want to replace 20-year-old textbooks 
and get new technologies in the class-
rooms, guess what. It takes money. If 
you want to fix up some of our crum-
bling schools that now have inadequate 
heating and ventilation systems which 
have mold—I visited a school in Coun-
cil Bluffs, IA, a couple years ago. This 
is a school that was built in 1939. It is 
in not a very high income area of Coun-
cil Bluffs. It is an elementary school. 
They had an old heating system in the 
basement, a boiler, and there was mold 
all over everything. Every year, kids 
would get sick from all of this mold. 

Well, they received a grant through 
our committee. They replaced the 
heating system with a brandnew heat-
ing system. They put in new windows. 
They fixed up the school. In the first 
year, the number of kids staying home 

from school because of illness fell 90 
percent, simply because they were not 
getting sick. 

Now they are proud of their school. It 
is well lit. It is a wonderful thing to 
see. But that costs money. When one is 
in a low-income area and they do not 
have the property taxes to pay for it, 
that is when we have a responsibility 
to step in. 

So again, Senator BYRD’s amendment 
meets the other half of No Child Left 
Behind. We have already fulfilled one- 
half of it, and that is put in the man-
dates. That half has been enacted into 
law and it is proceeding right now. 
Schools have to meet those mandates. 
The other half, which was President 
Bush’s assurance that we would have 
the money to do that, is not there. It is 
about $6 billion short. That is why Sen-
ator BYRD’s amendment helps us help 
President Bush keep his promise to the 
teachers, the kids, and parents of our 
country. 

I urge my colleagues to give us the 60 
votes necessary to overcome the point 
of order. This is the education amend-
ment. This is the amendment that will 
send the signal whether or not we real-
ly care about the future of our kids and 
care about making sure all of our 
schools can meet these annual progress 
levels, making sure our kids and our 
teachers have the wherewithal to meet 
these mandates. 

This is the amendment. Make no mis-
take about it. I hope we get the 60-plus 
votes. I hope we get 70 or 80 votes to 
send a strong signal that we are not 
going to leave any kid behind, espe-
cially those who are disadvantaged. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 

listened closely to the comments by 
the distinguished Senator from Iowa. 
At the outset, I will say our working 
relationship has been excellent. We 
have had what both of us describe as a 
seamless change of the gavel. Each of 
us says we liked it better when we were 
chairman than ranking member, but 
we have worked on a bipartisan basis 
to see to it that the public interest was 
taken care of when we have worked on 
this subcommittee. 

This bill has been produced on a bi-
partisan basis and our staffs work very 
closely together. We have set an exam-
ple for bipartisanship on this very im-
portant bill. 

When the Senator from Iowa and the 
Senator from West Virginia talk about 
increases in funding public education, I 
agree with them that it would be high-
ly desirable to appropriate more for 
education. There are limits, though, as 
to what we may do. As the manager of 
this bill and chairman of the appropria-
tions subcommittee, it is my duty and 
responsibility to work within the allo-
cations which have been given. 

The Senate has passed a budget reso-
lution and allocations have been given 
to each of the 13 subcommittees. As the 
manager of the bill, it is my responsi-

bility and duty to stay within those 
limits. 

When the argument is advanced that 
the appropriation is not as high as the 
authorization, that is correct, but I 
reply that that is characteristic. In the 
Senate, we have authorizing commit-
tees and we have the Appropriations 
Committee. It is the standard practice 
that the authorizers come in at a fig-
ure which is characteristically higher 
than what the appropriators will put 
up. That is done to give more latitude 
to the appropriators to see how close 
we can come or think we should come, 
as a matter of priority, to what the au-
thorizers have said. It is the exception 
to the rule that the appropriators come 
to the authorizing level. 

When we take a look at the specific 
figures in this bill, the bill authorizing 
No Child Left Behind was passed by the 
Senate on December 18, 2001, by a vote 
of 87 to 10 and signed into law on Janu-
ary 8, 2002. The appropriations bill was 
passed, the conference report, on De-
cember 20, 2001, on a vote of 90 to 7 and 
signed into law on January 10, 2002. 

As we look at these dates of enact-
ment, December 18 for authorization 
and December 20 for appropriations, we 
tend to forget how late we worked into 
December in the year 2001. I have a 
strong belief that if the 13 appropria-
tions bills are not finished by Sep-
tember 30 of this year, we are likely to 
be here on the eve of Christmas in the 
year 2003. I think it is a fair statement 
that we forget how late we worked in 
the year 2001, how we had targeted Oc-
tober to finish, and then Thanksgiving 
to finish, and then we are back, and 
how impossible it is to make any plans 
into November, into December, when 
we have other commitments we would 
like to undertake, State travel for one 
thing. 

I mention those dates really to focus 
on the authorization of title I, which 
was $13,500,000,000. The appropriation 
was $10,350,000,000. So the authorization 
was $2,850,000,000 over the appropria-
tions. That was a year when Senator 
HARKIN was the chairman of the sub-
committee, Senator BYRD was the 
chairman of the full committee. I 
think they did a great job in coming as 
close as they did on appropriations, but 
the critical factor is the appropriations 
were not as high as the authorization. 

Then on other facets of Leave No 
Child Behind, improving teacher qual-
ity authorization was $3,175,000,000. The 
appropriation was $2,850,000,000. So the 
appropriation was $325,000,000 less than 
the authorization. Again, that was dur-
ing the tenure of Senator HARKIN as 
chairman of the subcommittee and 
Senator BYRD as chairman of the full 
committee. I compliment them for 
what they did. I think they did a great 
job, but they did not have an appro-
priation quite as high as the authoriza-
tion. 

The other aspect of No Child Left Be-
hind was the century community 
learning centers. Here, the authoriza-
tion was $1,250,000,000 and the appro-
priation was $1 billion. So, again, it 
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was slightly under by $250 million. But 
again, Senator HARKIN and Senator 
BYRD did a very good job in coming as 
close as they did. 

So the point I am making is it is not 
unusual for the appropriation to be less 
than the authorization. 

When Senator HARKIN very effec-
tively makes the analogy to the snow, 
the rain, and the heat, I want to agree 
with him about that, but President 
Bush was not responsible for the snow, 
the rain, or the heat, nor was Senator 
HARKIN, nor ARLEN SPECTER, nor Sen-
ator BYRD. But when we take a look at 
what has happened during President 
Bush’s tenure, where Senator HARKIN 
says President Bush was not respon-
sible for the increase in appropriations, 
President Bush was responsible for his 
budget request. 

President Bush’s budget request for 
the year 2002, his first year, was $44.541 
billion, which was $4.5 billion over the 
previous year. That is a very substan-
tial increase. If you look at the in-
crease in what President Bush has re-
quested for 2002, 2003, and 2004, he has 
made a request of more than $53 bil-
lion, which is $13 billion more than 
President Clinton’s request in the year 
2001, which was an increase of $13 bil-
lion, which was roughly an increase of 
one-third over the $40 billion which 
President Clinton requested in 2001. No 
one would say President Clinton short-
changed education. I don’t think Sen-
ator HARKIN or Senator BYRD would 
suggest that, and Senator SPECTER is 
not making that suggestion. 

If you look at where President Bush 
was in his first 3 years, his request in 
the year 1996 was a little over $26 bil-
lion, and his request in 1999 was a little 
over $32.5 billion. That is a $6.5 billion 
increase by President Clinton in 3 
years, an increase of about 18 to 19 per-
cent. No one would say that President 
Clinton shortchanged education. But in 
his first 3 years in office, his increase 
was 18 to 19 percent compared to Presi-
dent Bush’s increase of about 33 per-
cent. 

If you look at President Clinton’s in-
creases in other years, President Bush 
compares very favorably and nobody 
would say President Clinton under-
funded education. A fair interpretation 
would be that President Bush has not 
underfunded education. 

Having an increase in his request 
from $40 billion to more than $53 bil-
lion, a 33-percent increase, is a very 
substantial increase and better than 
what President Clinton did in the 3 
years from 1996 through 1999. 

I notice that the distinguished Sen-
ator from Hawaii is in the Chamber. I 
wonder if I might inquire, is Senator 
AKAKA prepared to offer an amend-
ment? 

Mr. AKAKA. I have an amendment to 
offer. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, there 
is more argument to be made, more de-
bate to be made on this amendment. 
But when there is another Senator 
ready to offer an amendment, and we 

have not had a quorum call at all, 
which is unusual when a bill starts the 
first day after a recess, with no votes 
scheduled, I will utilize our time and 
ask unanimous consent we temporarily 
set aside the amendment. 

Is that satisfactory with Senator 
BYRD? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. SPECTER. And Senator HARKIN 

is nodding in the affirmative. 
I yield to Senator AKAKA for his 

amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Hawaii is recog-

nized. 
Mr. AKAKA. I ask unanimous con-

sent the Byrd amendment be set aside 
so I can offer an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1544 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1542 
Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA] for 

himself, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. 
CORZINE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. DODD, and Ms. 
STABENOW proposes an amendment numbered 
1544. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide funding for the Excel-

lence in Economic Education Act of 2001) 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. 306. In addition to any amounts that 

may be made available under this Act to 
carry out the Excellence in Economic Edu-
cation Act of 2001 under subpart 13 of part D 
of title V of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, there are appro-
priated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, $5,000,000 to 
carry out the Excellence in Economic Edu-
cation Act of 2001. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 30 minutes to offer an amend-
ment to the Labor-HHS appropriations 
bill to add $5 million in funding to the 
bill before the Senate for the Excel-
lence in Economic Education Act. 

I thank amendment cosponsors Sen-
ators ALLEN, SARBANES, CORZINE, KEN-
NEDY, STABENOW, and DODD for their 
support. Our leaders on the Labor-HHS 
Appropriations Subcommittee, Sen-
ators SPECTER and HARKIN, have been 
helpful in working with me on this ef-
fort. I appreciate the difficult job they 
have before them to remain within 
tight budget constraints imposed on us 
by necessary increases for military op-
erations in Iraq and the newest round 
of tax cuts. I opposed the budget reso-
lution and the tax bill because I knew 
that it could lead to this appropria-
tions fight, spurred by unrealistic caps 
on important education, social welfare, 
and other domestic programs, pitting 
important priorities against each 
other. Despite these challenges facing 

the bill before us, I hope that we can 
work something out to have the Excel-
lence in Economic Education Act, or 
Triple-E, funded. 

The Triple-E provides significant re-
sources for economics and personal fi-
nance education, which are not receiv-
ing due attention by Congress. Al-
though the Triple-E was included in 
the No Child Left Behind Act, the only 
comprehensive economic education 
program being funded by this bill is 
one to assist the teaching of economics 
outside of this country. I fully support 
grants to improve the quality of civic 
and economic education through ex-
change programs with emerging de-
mocracies, which represent important 
efforts to foster democracy in former 
Soviet states and other areas of the 
world. However, the lack of support for 
a corresponding authorized domestic 
program is unconscionable. This is par-
ticularly disturbing as schools must 
prepare for the first National Assess-
ment of Educational Progress, NAEP, 
in Economics, which according to the 
National Assessment Governing Board, 
is on track for 2006. The Triple-E can 
fill this gap in domestic support for 
economic and financial literacy, but 
the program must be funded. 

Let me tell you what I am referring 
to when I mention economics and per-
sonal finance education. These are very 
practical subjects that everyone should 
know—as basic in many cases as are 
reading, writing, and arithmetic. 
Again, referring to the 2006 NAEP in 
Economics, the framework for the as-
sessment states that economic literacy 
includes an understanding of ‘‘the fun-
damental constraints imposed by lim-
ited resources, the resulting choices 
people have to make, and the trade-offs 
they face; how economies and markets 
work and how people function within 
them; and the benefits and costs of eco-
nomic interaction and interdependence 
among people and nations.’’ 

The framework continues to note 
that literacy in this area ‘‘also in-
cludes having the skills that allow peo-
ple to function effectively in their 
roles as consumers, producers, savers, 
investors, and responsible citizens. 
These skills include economic rea-
soning, problem solving, decision mak-
ing, and the ability to analyze real-life 
situations.’’ 

Personal finance, which is an impor-
tant component of economics, speaks 
cogently to situations that Americans 
face every day. How are we making de-
cisions when we pull out our wallets at 
the grocery store or in the lunch line? 
Are we each checking our credit re-
ports regularly and understanding how 
they contribute to a bank’s or credit 
union’s decision about whether our 
loan applications will be approved? 
How are families making budgeting 
choices every week, and are they stick-
ing to those choices? This is difficult to 
say, given that personal bankruptcy 
filings continue to set record levels. 
For the first quarter of 2003, household 
debt service payments were almost 14 
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percent of disposable personal income. 
During the first 3 months of 2003, the 
percentage of mortgages in the fore-
closure process climbed to another 
record high. We may attribute much of 
this to current economic conditions. 
However, I daresay that some of the fi-
nancial troubles faced by Americans 
today could have been mitigated if 
they received pragmatic, standards- 
based education from a young age, 
when individuals are forming the hab-
its that they may take with them 
throughout their lives. 

Indeed, our children are not being 
fully prepared by our schools to face 
the realities of life because they are 
proving to be illiterate in economics 
and personal finance. According to the 
2002 National Jump$tart Survey, eco-
nomic and financial literacy scores 
have declined since the Jump$tart Coa-
lition for Personal Financial Literacy 
conducted its first survey of high 
school seniors in 1997. The significance 
of surveying high school students is 
that high school is the last formal op-
portunity many individuals will have 
to acquire a comprehensive under-
standing of economic and personal fi-
nance. Therefore, the results from the 
2002 survey indicating failing scores 
from more than 68 percent of high 
school seniors taking the survey are 
troubling. They failed to demonstrate 
an understanding of the basic fun-
damentals of economics and personal 
financial management. For instance, 
the survey found that the majority of 
students believed that interest from a 
savings account may not be taxed. 
They also thought that an elderly re-
tired man and his wife, who is also re-
tired, should have the highest amount 
of life insurance, as opposed to a young 
single mother with children. While 
some may not think that this is impor-
tant, young adults entering the work-
force should understand that interest 
from investments, including savings 
accounts, is a form of income that is 
taxable just like one’s salary. In addi-
tion, life insurance is meant to provide 
income for those who are significantly 
dependent upon the primary income 
earner in the family. The survey also 
found the greatest declines in scores on 
questions relating to money manage-
ment and savings. 

The need to provide funding for the 
Triple-E Act is now. We need to send a 
message to our schools that we will 
support economic and personal finance 
studies. While results from the 
Jump$tart survey are illuminating, 
many public high schools did not par-
ticipate out of concern that poor scores 
would require them to focus valuable 
and limited resources on courses other 
than those such as math, English, and 
science. As schools hesitate to under-
stand the real-world implications of 
this attitude toward personal finance 
and economic education, it is the stu-
dents who are the real losers. 

My attention was drawn to the need 
in this area faced by the State I rep-
resent. Over the August recess, I co-

sponsored with the Hawaii Council on 
Economic Education Hawaii’s first ever 
Economic and Financial Literacy Con-
ference, which drew tremendous sup-
port from many different levels and 
sectors of the community. I was 
pleased to have representatives from 
the Departments of Education and the 
Treasury, the Federal Reserve Board, 
Jump$tart and the National Council on 
Economic Education—NCEE, as well as 
a broad array of representatives from 
Hawaii’s business and education sec-
tors, State Legislature, and Governor’s 
office. The more than 200 people at the 
conference heard the results of a sur-
vey of adults in Hawaii’s workforce— 
beneficiaries of Hawaii’s education sys-
tem. Although those taking the survey 
correctly answered an average of 13 in 
20 questions, many did not have a clear 
understanding of basic concepts such 
as what constitutes a budget deficit 
and what is the significance of the 
stock market. Furthermore, the Uni-
versity of Hawaii department of eco-
nomics unveiled a paper showing a 
steady increase then sharp decline in 
economic education in Hawaii in 1999. 
Thus, in the State I know best, despite 
a clear community interest in eco-
nomic and personal finance education, 
we have a long way to go toward serv-
ing our children in these important 
subjects. 

Furthermore, students are not re-
ceiving this education at home, with 
only about 1 in 4, or 26 percent, of 13- 
to 21-year-olds reporting that their 
parents actively taught them to man-
age money. I am not advocating for 
government to be assuming this role in 
lieu of parents doing so. However, 
many Americans begin their roles as 
parents without having received ade-
quate economics and personal finance 
education themselves, and thus lack 
the tools to provide their children with 
sound advice or the ability to steer 
them to useful resources. 

With this point made, let us turn the 
spotlight on state education systems. 
How are they doing in this area? I am 
sad to say not as well as they could be 
doing. According to the third biennial 
survey of States by the NCEE, the 
number of States having economic 
standards grew dramatically. In 1998, 38 
States included economics in their 
standards. In 2000 and 2002, ten more 
States adopted economic standards. 
However, the percentage of States with 
standards who required them to be im-
plemented dropped from 75 to 71 per-
cent from 2000 to 2002. Furthermore, 
only one in four States tested students’ 
economics knowledge in 1998. The cur-
rent economics testing picture is in the 
chart behind me, where you can see 
only a marginal improvement to 27 
States testing students, with four oth-
ers—Indiana, Nebraska, Oregon, and 
Utah—in development. Hawaii is in-
cluded in those States not testing stu-
dents. Again, with the upcoming 2006 
NAEP, although we are presently un-
sure which students will be tested, it 
would behoove States to begin assess-

ing where their students are in terms 
of understanding economics. 

Measuring the presence of personal 
finance in State standards produces a 
picture even more bleak, with ground 
lost in key measures. According to 
NCEE, the number of States including 
personal finance in education stand-
ards grew from 21 to 40 from 1998 to 
2000, but then fell dramatically to 31 
States in 2002. The status of standards 
implementation is even worse, but 
slowly improving, from 14 States in 
1998 to 17 in 2002. Regarding testing, al-
though personal finance is often part of 
another subject test such as economics, 
only eight States conduct personal fi-
nance testing, with another two States 
with tests in development. As you can 
see in my next chart, testing is cur-
rently required in Alabama, Illinois, 
Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, New Mex-
ico, North Carolina, and Rhode Island, 
with tests planned or in development 
in Oregon and Utah. The bright spot 
there is that this is a significant in-
crease from 1998, when only one State 
tested student achievement in personal 
finance. 

In a related testing matter, Triple-E 
funding would be an important help at 
the State and local levels as school dis-
tricts are facing the challenges of 
meeting Annual Yearly Progress re-
quirements under the No Child Left Be-
hind Act. We must provide States the 
opportunity to explore the possibility 
that math and reading scores could be 
increased, if economics and personal fi-
nance are integrated into these other 
basic subjects. We all know children 
who may not easily be able to add ap-
ples and oranges but can instantly ar-
rive at an answer to a calculation in-
volving dollars and cents. 

In fact, this type of integration in 
teaching economics and personal fi-
nance was discussed at length at a 
roundtable sponsored on May 16, 2002, 
by the U.S. Department of the Treas-
ury, involving the U.S. Department of 
Education, education groups such as 
the Council of Chief State School Offi-
cers and National Association of Ele-
mentary School Principals, and eco-
nomic and financial literacy organiza-
tions such as the National Council on 
Economic Education, Junior Achieve-
ment, and the Jump$tart Coalition. 
The roundtable resulted in a white 
paper which says that if we dedicate 
ourselves to integrating financial con-
cepts into reading and mathematics 
curricula, we can teach children the 
basics of financial education via sev-
eral access points. Modes of entry in-
clude developing standards of financial 
education, creating tests that cor-
respond to the curricula taught in 
classrooms, cooperating with pub-
lishers of textbooks and other instruc-
tional materials to stress the incorpo-
ration of financial concepts into their 
products, promoting the use of ‘‘off- 
the-shelf financial education cur-
ricula’’ distributed by community 
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groups dedicated to financial edu-
cation, and training those most respon-
sible for conveying these valuable les-
sons to students—our educators. 

It is also noted in the white paper 
that States requiring students to com-
plete financial education courses 
produce graduates who have higher 
savings rates and net worth, as a per-
centage of earnings, compared with 
those who graduate from schools in 
States with no such requirement. Soci-
ety as a whole benefits from higher lev-
els of savings and investment, which 
drive economic activity. 

All of this provides the broad context 
of why I am offering my amendment 
today. The Triple-E will ensure that 
vital resources will go to the national, 
State, and local levels to provide a 
needed boost to economic and financial 
literacy. The Triple-E Act would work 
to do this by awarding a competitive 
grant to a national nonprofit edu-
cational organization that exists pri-
marily to improve student under-
standing about economic and financial 
literacy through the classroom. The or-
ganization would distribute 75 percent 
of funds to State and local partnerships 
for teacher training, assistance to 
school districts desiring to incorporate 
economics and personal finance into 
curricula, evaluations of the impact of 
economic and financial literacy edu-
cation on students, related research, 
and school-based student activities. 
The national organization would use 
the rest of the grant for the strength-
ening of relationships with State and 
local entities, teacher training, re-
search on effective teaching practices, 
assessment development, and material 
development and dissemination. 

Furthermore, the intent of the ap-
proach in the Triple-E, due to a federal 
match requirement, is to help existing 
and new programs to be self-supporting 
and involve the entities that should be 
on the front lines advocating financial 
and economic literacy; that is, banks, 
credit unions, businesses, and private 
industry. They are the very entities 
that benefit from a well-educated citi-
zenry that knows how to take advan-
tage of opportunities for savings, bor-
rowing, and investing, and avoiding fi-
nancial mistakes such as misusing 
credit or having to file for bankruptcy. 
In general, these entities want the very 
best education for the next generation 
of managers, entrepreneurs, business 
leaders, and consumers so that sound 
financial decisions can be made, eco-
nomic growth can continue, and Amer-
icans can be good consumers who pay 
their bills on time and remain person-
ally financially independent. As Fed-
eral Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan 
noted in a recent speech to the 
Jump$tart Coalition, ‘‘Building bridges 
between community organizations, our 
educational institutions, and private 
businesses will be an essential aspect of 
our efforts to increase familiarity with 
new technological and financial tools 
that are fundamental to improving in-
dividual economic well-being. And the 

success of such efforts will bear signifi-
cantly on how well prepared our soci-
ety is to meet the challenges of an in-
creasingly knowledge-based economy.’’ 
A cooperative approach is necessary to 
help current efforts thrive, which is the 
type of effort supported by the Triple- 
E Act. 

I would like to note at this time that 
this body already expressed support for 
the type of education advocated by the 
Triple-E Act when it passed my resolu-
tion designating April 2003 as Financial 
Literacy for Youth Month. I am 
pleased that the other body followed 
suit by passing a similar version of my 
resolution, both of which contributed 
to the effort to raise awareness for fi-
nancial literacy. This effort is also sup-
ported by various organizations, many 
associated with the Jump$tart Coali-
tion for Personal Financial Literacy. 
For example, America’s Community 
Bankers stated, ‘‘ . . . we are strong 
supporters of financial literacy initia-
tives because ACB believes that in-
formed consumers—including young 
consumers—are better able to make 
wise credit and other financial deci-
sions.’’ 

Another letter from the North Amer-
ican Securities Administrators Asso-
ciation states: 

As a majority of Americans have become 
investors, there is an obligation to ensure in-
dividuals have a basic understanding of the 
principles of savings and investing, as well as 
preserving their accumulated wealth. Every 
day, it becomes more apparent that there is 
a population of investors who are ill 
equipped to make critical financial decisions 
for their lives. 

One could only read the names of en-
tities and organizations that are a part 
of the Jump$tart Coalition to under-
stand how broad the base of support is 
for financial and economic literacy. 

Many States are echoing these sup-
portive statements, including my State 
of Hawaii. I was delighted that the Ha-
waii State Legislature approved a reso-
lution similar to my Senate resolution 
and Governor Linda Lingle signed a 
proclamation for Financial Literacy 
for Youth Month. Furthermore, I have 
been working closely with the Hawaii 
Council on Economic Education, which 
supports funding for the Triple-E. I ask 
unanimous consent that a support let-
ter from the Council be printed in the 
RECORD following my statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ENZI). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. AKAKA. Hawaii Council member 

John Knox in the letter relays a per-
sonal story about his son, who is now a 
history major at American University. 
When John’s son was a senior in high 
school, his son told him that he was 
‘‘angry that I wasn’t offered economics 
till this year. I feel cheated, because 
most of the history courses I’ve taken 
didn’t talk much about economics, and 
now I can tell that I just wasn’t getting 
the full story.’’ We must fund the Tri-
ple-E to help to expose more students 
to economics and personal finance edu-

cation early in their school years, be-
fore they feel cheated out of the ‘‘full 
story.’’ 

Referring again to the Hawaii con-
ference that I cosponsored with HCEE 2 
weeks ago, the issues of integrative 
versus modular teaching in economic 
and personal finance education and 
challenges to fit these subjects within 
the demands of the No Child Left Be-
hind Act were of tremendous interest 
and debate. One of the main strategies 
produced by the education discussion, 
which featured participants from the 
Federal and State Departments of Edu-
cation and other interested parties in a 
separate breakout session, was to pro-
vide teachers with more support, such 
as meaningful professional develop-
ment and related incentives, in order 
to provide them with the tools that 
they need to teach economics and per-
sonal finance. The Triple-E Act is a 
good starting point for teacher sup-
port, and it must be funded so that we 
can meet real needs that are faced by 
teachers and schools on the non-Fed-
eral levels. 

To conclude my remarks, we all face 
a professional and personal calling to 
support economic and personal finan-
cial literacy for all Americans. Profes-
sionally, as policymakers, advocates, 
and educators, we want to enable indi-
viduals and families. We want to give 
them access to the tools and knowledge 
that they need to make sound financial 
decisions. And we want to begin that 
education at a young age, ideally when 
they are first learning the look and feel 
of money, or learning how to work 
with limited resources. Personally, 
each of us should be literate in this 
area, and try to encourage our family 
and friends to check their credit re-
ports annually, understand economic 
trends, or increase their financial and 
economic literacy in other ways. 

Funding the Triple-E is an important 
step in fulfilling our professional obli-
gation to financial and economic lit-
eracy, so that we can help others to 
meet their personal obligations in this 
area, for themselves and their families. 
I hope that something can be worked 
out with the managers of the bill be-
fore us, but if we are unable to do so, I 
will ask for a recorded vote at that 
time. Again, I hope that we can work 
something out before that occurs. Oth-
erwise, I urge my colleagues to support 
my amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield my time. 
EXHIBIT 1 

HAWAII COUNCIL ON 
ECONOMIC EDUCATION, 

Honolulu, HI, July 14, 2003. 
Hon. DANIEL K. AKAKA, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR AKAKA: On behalf of the 
students and teachers in Hawaii served by 
the Hawaii Council on Economic Education 
(the Council), I am writing to express our 
strong support for the Excellence in Eco-
nomic Education Act (EEE Act). Congress 
approved the EEE Act as a part of the No 
Child Left Behind Act, but has not yet fund-
ed this important program. The EEE Act 
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provides resources for teacher training, as-
sistance to school districts looking to incor-
porate economics and personal finance into 
curricula, evaluations assessing student un-
derstanding, research, and school-based stu-
dent activities. 

The Hawaii Council on Economic Edu-
cation was organized in 1965 to promote and 
improve the teaching of economics in Ha-
waii’s public and private schools and in-
crease the economic and financial literacy of 
Hawaii’s students and residents. The Council 
is an independent, nonpartisan, nonprofit, 
501(c)3 educational organization that focuses 
on the teacher as the key to Hawaii’s eco-
nomic literacy. Over the span of a teacher’s 
career, he or she can influence over 3,000 stu-
dents. This impact is truly significant. 

The Council commends you on your tire-
less effort to educate the public and your 
peers on the importance of economic and fi-
nancial literacy and we support your amend-
ment to the FY 2004 Labor-HHS, and Edu-
cation Appropriations bill which would fund 
the EEE Act, which will provide vital local, 
state, and national resources to boost eco-
nomic and financial literacy in America. 

Several Council Members have asked me to 
pass on their messages of support. 

‘‘This is to encourage the Senate to accept 
the principles—and to fund the activities— 
embodied in Senator Akaka’s Excellence in 
Economic Education Act. For more than 15 
years, I have been an active volunteer and 
donor supporting economic education, as has 
my company, Alexander & Baldwin, Inc. We 
believe that citizens in a democracy can par-
ticipate more thoughtfully in its processes if 
they have a basic understanding of economic 
principles. Regretfully, tightened local 
school budgets are reducing, rather than ex-
panding, the chances for youngsters to have 
an early exposure to economics. Among 
other benefits, federal recognition and sup-
port of economic education would serve to 
ratify and strengthen our arguments about 
its value on the local level. As a former edu-
cator, Senator Akaka has a special apprecia-
tion of this need, and we urge you, his re-
spected colleagues, to acknowledge and sup-
port his sensitivity to this issue.’’ 
—John B. Kelley, Vice President, Investor 

Relations, Alexander & Baldwin, Inc., 
Board Member, Hawaii Council on Eco-
nomic Education. 

‘‘I support the inclusion of funding for the 
Excellence in Economic Education Act in 
the FY 2004 Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices, and Education Appropriations bill, S. 
1356. 

‘‘Economic and financial literacy are crit-
ical to the successful operation of our de-
mocracy, improving our citizens’ ability to 
make informed choices about their own 
lives, as well as issues of national and inter-
national importance.’’ 
—David McClain, Vice President for Aca-

demic Affairs, University of Hawaii 
System, Board Member and Former 
Board Chair, Hawaii Council on Eco-
nomic Education. 

‘‘The Money needed for economic edu-
cation is critical. We have young adults 
graduating from high school as well as col-
lege with little, if any economic or personal 
finance education. They are expected to 
manage household budgets to include check-
book maintenance, credit management, car 
purchasing, house renting/buying, risk man-
agement (insurance), and much more with-
out any formal education in these matters. 
The fast paced financial world facing them is 
daunting to say the least. Consider the cred-
it card companies that hound us everyday to 
mention just one challenge. No wonder such 

a large percentage of our young families file 
for bankruptcy! 

‘‘We need economics education to be re-
quired in our high schools to ensure every 
student has an opportunity to succeed as a 
money manager in their personal lives. Fur-
ther, we desperately need the resources 
(trained teachers) to ensure these skills are 
taught to our youth.’’ 
—Colonel Richard Rankin, Iolani School 

Teacher, Board Member, Hawaii Coun-
cil on Economic Education. 

‘‘I support Senator Akaka in getting more 
funding to promote improving the economic/ 
business understanding of our kids in K–12 in 
the state of Hawaii to prepare them to enter 
society with an understanding of the free en-
terprise system as it exists in our country. 

‘‘To this end I have been active in HCEE 
and Junior Achievement who work toward 
these goals. HCEE supports the Economic 
education of our teachers to enable them to 
better teach our kids. Junior Achievement 
provides curriculum materials and supplies 
volunteers to assist the teacher.’’ 
—Will Sanburn, Board Member, Hawaii 

Council on Economic Education. 

‘‘I am a member and past Chair of the Ha-
waii Council for Economic Education. How-
ever, this letter is actually written to for-
ward to you the views of my son, Edward 
‘‘Mickey’’ Knox, who is currently a history 
major and economics minor attending Amer-
ican University in Washington D.C. 

‘‘When a senior at Hawaii’s well-regarded 
Iolani private high school, he took his first 
economics course from retired Colonel Dick 
Rankin, recently recognized by the National 
Council on Economic Education as one of the 
country’s top economics teachers. Mickey 
told me at the time that he felt a little 
cheated * * * because Colonel Rankin made 
him realize that all his previous American 
history courses had not really explained how 
much economics drives our political system 
and the course of history. 

‘‘He e-mailed me to ask that this brief tes-
timony be conveyed to the United States 
Congress as part of the submittal being as-
sembled by the Hawaii Council:’’ 

Before the end of high school, every child is 
expected to learn English, to know that subjects 
have predicates * * * Science, to know that 
gravity pulls * * * Math, to know that terms 
equate * * * and History, to know that it re-
peats. 

But how can a person get a public education, 
graduate high school, and be a competent cit-
izen without understanding economics? History 
suggests humans may even have developed math 
and the drive to understand other languages be-
cause market forces led them to barter with each 
other. Economics was the whole point! 

When I was in high school, Col. Rankin’s 
course opened my eyes to a new perspective on 
the way the world works. But that perspective 
should be a common one, not a secret. Please 
vote to appropriate funds that would encourage 
economic education. It is vitally important.— 
Edward ‘‘Mickey’’ Knox. 

—John M. Knox, President, JMK Associates, 
Board Member, Hawaii Council on Eco-
nomic Education. 

As you are aware, the importance of eco-
nomic and financial literacy cannot be un-
derstated. The ability to understand and 
make sound economic decisions is a basic 
survival skill that will enable students—our 
future employees, business people, and gov-
ernment leaders—to effectively cope with 
the economic uncertainties affecting all our 
lives. 

Without a serious demonstration of sup-
port for economics and personal finance, 

State and local support for these real-world 
subjects could disappear in the face of budget 
cuts and new requirements under the No 
Child Left Behind Act. 

Thank you for leading the charge to equip 
students well with the tools that they need 
to become heads of households, members of 
the workforce, entrepreneurs, business lead-
ers, and voting citizens. 

Sincerely, 
KRISTINE CASTAGNARO, 

Executive Director, 
Hawaii Council on Economic Education. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, at the 
outset I thank the Senator from Ha-
waii for coming forward at an early 
time to offer an amendment. And in 
thanking him for offering the amend-
ment at an early time, I urge my col-
leagues who have amendments which 
they intend to present to come to the 
floor and offer the amendments. 

There are more than 40 amendments 
which have been suggested. How many 
of them will reach fruition to be of-
fered we are not yet sure. But we have 
proceeded for almost 2 hours without 
having a quorum call. And if we are to 
proceed to complete this bill at an 
early date, hopefully notwithstanding 
the difficulty even this week, we are 
going to have to proceed with other 
amendments. 

If there is staff available to inform 
the managers’ staff as to what amend-
ments may be in a position to be of-
fered later this afternoon, that would 
be helpful. If we can get an idea as to 
what Senators may be arriving in town 
later today—we understand the ab-
sence of a vote will enable Senators to 
come to town without the pressure of a 
vote, but if staffers could tell us wheth-
er Senators will be in town for offering 
amendments later today, that would be 
very helpful so the managers can plan 
their activities. 

With respect to the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Hawaii, I 
think there is a real merit in what has 
been proposed to have information to 
promote economic and financial lit-
eracy among all students in kinder-
garten through grade 12. This item, al-
though authorized, was not subject to 
funding by the subcommittee. Because 
of limitations in overall funding, the 
decision was made not to fund any new 
programs. 

I note that the U.S. Departments of 
Treasury and Education released a re-
port which identified a number of op-
tions for incorporating financial edu-
cation into schools, some of which 
would include financial concepts to 
material being asked on tests, urging 
textbook publishers to include more fi-
nancial educational content, incor-
porating financial educational mate-
rials into classroom lessons, and train-
ing teachers on the importance of fi-
nancial education. 

I think it is very significant to know 
that there are funds available for 
States, some $345 million, for innova-
tive educational State grant programs 
which could accomplish precisely what 
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the Senator from Hawaii seeks to ac-
complish. Those $345 million in innova-
tive educational State grants could 
well incorporate the ideas for which 
the Senator from Hawaii asks. In addi-
tion, there is already an appropriation 
of $2.850 billion in teacher quality 
State grant programs which could be 
used for this purpose. 

So in opposing the amendment by the 
Senator from Hawaii, it is not because 
we do not think it seeks a worthwhile 
objective, but there are funds available 
in other lines which could fund this 
program. So it is with reluctance that 
I am constrained to say that our rule 
not to fund new programs because of 
overall limitations of funding would 
not have an exception for this amend-
ment. Once we start to make excep-
tions on new programs, we obviously 
cannot adhere to that exclusionary 
rule. 

To repeat: There are funds available 
from other programs, funds available 
from other appropriations which could 
accommodate the ideas of the Senator 
from Hawaii. 

I note no other Senators on the floor 
seeking to offer amendments. In fact, I 
note no Senators even on the floor not 
seeking to offer amendments. We have 
a cozy twosome, Mr. President, the 
Senator from Wyoming and this Sen-
ator. 

Again, I urge my colleagues, among a 
list of some 40 prospective amend-
ments, to come to the floor to offer 
amendments. 

In the absence of any Senators who 
are coming to the floor to offer amend-
ments, this is an appropriate time to 
return to the opening statement which 
I interrupted to yield to the Senator 
from West Virginia who offered an 
amendment. 

In addition to the categories already 
identified, this bill provides for bio-
defense to continue the Nation’s efforts 
to address bioterrorism, a very impor-
tant subject, in the amount of $3.6 bil-
lion. On this subject, it is worth noting 
that during the August recess, I trav-
eled to many fire departments and lo-
cations of first responders in my State 
of Pennsylvania to see the level of pre-
paredness of many of the fire depart-
ments. We have allocated in Pennsyl-
vania alone some $68 million for first 
responders and some $77 million in 
grants are available. 

In visits to many communities, there 
was a very refreshing sign of volunta-
rism in the volunteer fire departments 
but really a need for more volunteers. 
In Sunbury, PA, the suggestion was 
made that the schools might incor-
porate in the curriculum a program for 
seniors, maybe even for juniors, which 
would provide high school education on 
being a first responder and might even 
inculcate a spirit among high school 
students of a desire and an interest in 
volunteering, going back to the state-
ment widely quoted of President John 
F. Kennedy: Ask not what your coun-
try can do for you; ask what you can do 
for your country, to try to bring high 

school students into the first respond-
ers line. We are going to be exploring 
in this bill the possibility of an ear-
mark which might be devoted to an 
educational program in high schools to 
encourage students to become volun-
teers in fire departments or other first 
responder units. 

Again, I ask my colleagues to come 
to the floor to offer amendments. 
There is no Senator on the floor to 
offer an amendment. With some reluc-
tance, having passed 2 hours and 5 min-
utes without a quorum, I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, my un-
derstanding is that the amendment 
pending is the Byrd amendment; is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Akaka amendment is pending. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1543 
Mr. DORGAN. The amendment of-

fered this morning by Senator BYRD is 
an amendment dealing with the issue 
of funding the requirements of the No 
Child Left Behind Act. I will talk about 
the Byrd amendment which provides 
additional funding for the Title I pro-
gram, a major part of No Child Left Be-
hind. 

The No Child Left Behind law passed 
the Congress with very wide support. It 
was proposed by the President. It was 
embraced by people on the left and the 
right in Congress. It had strong bipar-
tisan support. But there are significant 
issues and problems attached to it, one 
of which is being addressed by this 
amendment offered this morning by my 
colleague. I come to the floor to sup-
port that amendment. 

I begin by saying that I am a little 
weary of people trashing public schools 
in this country. We have a wonderful 
educational system. We have signifi-
cant challenges. There is no question 
about that. But we have a great edu-
cational system. 

We are one of the few countries in 
the world that early on started with a 
basic notion that every young child 
ought to be able to go through a class-
room door and learn and become what-
ever their God given talents allow 
them to become. Through it all, we 
have had wonderful young men and 
women move from classrooms to ex-
periments in research, to business, to 
academics, and to create in this coun-
try quite a remarkable record of 
achievement. 

I recall a story I have told my col-
leagues many times but it is worth 
telling again whenever I talk about 
education. The oldest man in Congress 
when I arrived was a man named 
Claude Pepper, the Congressman from 

the State of Florida. He was then in his 
late eighties. When I went to see him 
to say hello, because I knew a lot about 
him, behind his chair in his office on 
the wall were two interesting pictures. 
One was of Orville and Wilbur Wright 
making the first airplane flight. It was 
autographed to Congressman Pepper, 
by Orville Wright before he died, a pic-
ture of his first flight: To Congressman 
Claude Pepper, with great admiration, 
Orville Wright. 

Beneath it there was a picture of Neil 
Armstrong standing on the Moon, 
autographed to Claude Pepper. I 
thought about the distance between 
those two framed photographs, the 
first person to fly and the first person 
to walk on the Moon. December 17, 
1903, for 59 seconds, Orville Wright left 
the ground and flew. And then in 1969 
Neil Armstrong walked on the surface 
of the Moon. 

What is the distance between those 
two photographs framed on one Con-
gressman’s office wall? The distance is 
education, learning, knowledge. It did 
not happen in a European country. It 
did not happen in an African or Asian 
country. It happened in this country. 

Our system of public education gives 
every young child every opportunity to 
be whatever their God given talents 
allow them to be, which has spawned 
remarkable opportunities and chal-
lenges and remarkable achievements. 
Those achievements, the first person to 
leave the ground and fly and the first 
person to fly to the Moon and walk on 
the surface of the Moon is an achieve-
ment of technology, science, and 
knowledge. 

There are so many others. We could 
talk about, for example, Dr. Jonas Salk 
and the development of the Salk vac-
cine that prevents polio. There are so 
many other examples that I should not 
even begin to list them. 

The point is that all of this stems 
from America’s public schools. Yes, we 
have some great private schools as 
well, but public education has been the 
way we have educated the large major-
ity of American young people. 

I come from one of those schools, a 
very small rural school in a very small 
town with a senior high school class of 
nine students, a high school with four 
grades—freshman, sophomore, junior, 
and senior—totaling 40 students. We 
didn’t have foreign languages in that 
high school. We had a library the size 
of a coat closet. Disadvantaged? Prob-
ably. But did I get a great education? 
You bet your life I did. Because the 
school board members in that town 
cared about that school and made sure 
it was a good school. 

Let me talk just a bit about where 
we are today. I talked about where I 
went to school. We still have a lot of 
rural schools. I visited many commu-
nities in August in my home State of 
North Dakota and talked with edu-
cators, talked with school administra-
tors, talked with parents about the 
schools in their hometowns. We have 
many small community schools and 
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they do a remarkable job of educating 
their kids. 

We passed a piece of Federal legisla-
tion that the President described as No 
Child Left Behind. I think it makes 
sense. I agree with President Bush. It 
makes sense to have accountability in 
education. Accountability is impor-
tant. We spend a lot of money on 
schools and on education. We give re-
port cards to kids for a reason—so that 
child and that child’s parents under-
stand how the child is doing in school. 
That is the report card. There is noth-
ing at all wrong or inappropriate with 
us deciding we ought to have report 
cards on our schools as well, because 
some schools do better than others. 

The question is why. Why shouldn’t a 
child walking through a classroom 
door in one State have the same oppor-
tunity at a quality education as a child 
walking through a classroom door in 
another State or another county or an-
other city? 

Accountability is fine. We spend a 
great deal of money on education in 
this country. Public funding for edu-
cation is important. We commit a 
great deal to it, so let’s hold schools 
accountable. That is the philosophy be-
hind this law, No Child Left Behind. 
The title itself simply begs the ques-
tion: Would you want to leave a child 
behind? The answer is no, of course 
not. Has anyone proposed legislation 
here in the Senate that says: Let’s 
leave children behind? Has anybody 
here said: My bill says leave children 
behind? Of course not. No Child Left 
Behind is a title. We all agree with 
that. It is a slogan, and an important 
slogan, I might say: No Child Left Be-
hind. 

What is important, however, is what 
we do at the Federal level to create op-
portunities to improve our education 
system and, yes, to provide more ac-
countability for how the resources are 
spent and how our schools are doing. It 
is very important for us to have passed 
this legislation and now to do what is 
necessary to make it work. 

I regret to tell you that at least my 
observation is that in two areas we are 
setting this law up for failure, which 
then means we are setting up for fail-
ure those children and the teachers and 
the parents and the school administra-
tors who are a part of this large, won-
derful, important industry called pub-
lic education. 

The two areas are as follows. No. 1 is 
funding. There was an implied promise 
by everyone when this legislation was 
passed imposing mandates, certain re-
quirements on school districts and 
schools in this country, that we would 
provide the funding for those man-
dates. In fact, when President Bush 
signed the law, he said: 

And a fourth principle is that we are going 
to spend more money, more resources, but 
they’ll be directed at methods that work. 
We’re going to spend more on our schools, 
and we’re going to spend it more wisely. 

Beyond this quote, the implied prom-
ise by the President and by Members of 

Congress, the bipartisan consensus, 
was that we will impose these man-
dates and we will provide funding to 
make them work. Regrettably, that 
has not happened. Providing the fund-
ing is the goal of this amendment that 
has been offered and it is one I support. 
The ink of the President’s signature on 
this bill was hardly dry when the next 
Presidential budget was sent to the 
Congress that did not fully fund the au-
thorized requirements in No Child Left 
Behind. In fact, the President’s pro-
posal cut some funding initially. The 
Fiscal Year 2003 Omnibus Appropria-
tions Act fell about $7.2 billion short of 
the authorized level for No Child Left 
Behind programs. 

Some will make the case that au-
thorization bills are different from ap-
propriations bills. It is not unusual 
that we authorize more than we actu-
ally appropriate, and I agree with that. 
That certainly is the case. But it is 
also the case with No Child Left Behind 
that we embarked on a new and aggres-
sive education policy in this country 
that said we will seek accountability 
but we will also provide the resources 
to make that happen. Regrettably, the 
President has not requested those re-
sources. His requests have fallen far 
short of that which I believe was prom-
ised. Also, the Congress has not pro-
vided the resources above the Presi-
dent’s request. We have provided some 
additional resources but not sufficient 
resources to do what I believe we need 
to be doing. 

The second area I think will set this 
up for failure unless some changes are 
made is the issue of flexibility. This 
ought not and cannot and should not be 
a one-size-fits-all public policy. You 
simply cannot put the same template 
over a school with nine high school 
senior students as you do over a school 
in midtown Manhattan. They are dif-
ferent schools with different resources, 
different needs, different cir-
cumstances. So you have to have some 
flexibility to recognize that. 

If this law is administered with flexi-
bility and with the sensitivity and un-
derstanding that you have different 
parts of the country with different 
needs, different school districts, dif-
ferent kinds of schools, different chal-
lenges with different kinds of stu-
dents—if you understand that and are 
sensitive to it in the rules and regula-
tions administered by both the Depart-
ment of Education and the State edu-
cation agencies, then this can work. 

But if this policy says to a small 
school in a small town: You have a 
teacher and that teacher has been 
teaching geography in your school for 
12 years, and he or she is, by all ac-
counts, a wonderful teacher, loved by 
the students, teaches a wonderful 
course in geography, and produces from 
that course students who know that 
subject cold—by all accounts an all- 
star teacher, but that teacher is teach-
ing in his or her college minor, not 
major if, because of this—legislation 
and the way it is interpreted in the 

rules and regulations at the Federal 
Department of Education and the State 
education authorities, you say to that 
teacher and that school: By the way, 
you are not highly qualified and there-
fore you are not eligible to teach that 
course in geography that you have 
taught so well and with such excellence 
for 12 years, then I say this legislation 
is destined to fail. 

We must recognize, and the legisla-
tion we passed does recognize, that 
there are alternatives and opportuni-
ties for teachers of the type I just de-
scribed. Some, however, who admin-
ister this law, at both the Federal and 
State levels, say what we demand, 
then, is that teachers teach only in 
their major because that is the only 
teacher who is highly qualified. Non-
sense. Total rubbish. There are teach-
ers who teach in their minor who do a 
wonderful job and have developed the 
experience, the skill, and the capa-
bility to be wonderful teachers. 

If someone is going to say, especially 
to rural schools in this country: You 
must teach only in your major, and if 
you are teaching in your minor, you 
are not highly qualified and therefore 
you are not eligible to teach, then the 
question is, Who is going to come up 
with the extra money to fund all that? 
You are going to have teachers going 
through our colleges getting trained as 
teachers getting double majors? They 
have to stay in school longer. It is 
going to cost more money. 

We have States that do not pay 
teachers very much money. The fact is, 
they spend most of their day with our 
kids. Yet we do not, apparently, value 
that profession significantly enough to 
pay it the kind of money that is nec-
essary to keep teachers in the profes-
sion. 

I think two things are at work here. 
First, if this is not funded, it is des-
tined to fail. You cannot have an im-
plied promise that we will impose the 
mandate and fund the mandate and 
then not fund it. And, second, if we do 
not have flexibility in how this is ad-
ministered by both Federal and State 
education departments, it is destined 
to fail as well. I don’t want it to fail. I 
want this law to succeed, and I want 
this to recognize with some significant 
abundance of common sense that there 
is a way to hold schools accountable. 
There is a way for us to establish na-
tional aspirations and goals, to demand 
accountability, without being foolish 
about it and without telling a fair 
number of teachers, wonderful teach-
ers, the best and brightest with stand-
ards of excellence by all accounts, that, 
somehow, you are no longer capable of 
teaching. That makes no sense at all. 
That is absurd. 

I want this to succeed, but the two 
areas I mentioned are two areas I think 
will destine this law to fail unless rem-
edies are taken that will resolve both: 
No. 1, adequate funding and, No. 2, the 
implementation of this legislation in a 
way that recognizes the need for flexi-
bility; the implementation ought to 
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recognize that ‘‘highly qualified’’ is a 
description that ought to apply to all 
teachers who do an excellent job every-
where in this country. That is who 
highly qualified ought to apply to. 

All of us come from schools that gave 
us opportunities. I mentioned that my 
high school senior class was in a really 
small community in southwestern 
North Dakota with nine students. I had 
a couple of teachers, one especially 
who I think helped me a great deal. 
Teachers live with you the rest of their 
lives. In fact, when I was elected to the 
U.S. House of Representatives, my 
English teacher from high school would 
still from time to time send back to me 
newsletters I would send out to North 
Dakota constituents. She would edit 
them for grammar and mistakes and 
send them back. English teachers never 
leave you, of course. But there are 
wonderful teachers. They blessed my 
life and blessed the lives of so many 
American kids who have graduated 
from our school system. 

I come today to support the specific 
Byrd amendment that would provide 
the funding that is necessary to in-
crease funding for title I to the $18.6 
billion level that was authorized by 
law. Title I is the largest program 
funded by the No Child Left Behind 
Act, the major Federal aid program 
serving disadvantaged students—those 
students most in danger of falling be-
hind. This amendment is the same 
amendment Senator BYRD offered dur-
ing the appropriations committee 
markup, which was regrettably re-
jected on a party-line vote. 

We hear these days of teachers buy-
ing their own supplies for their class-
rooms because the school district 
doesn’t supply them. We hear about 
states on the west coast where teachers 
worked the last 10 days of the year for 
free, without salary, because the school 
district didn’t have the money to pay 
them. We hear all of these stories 
about what is happening with respect 
to the financial crunch both at the 
State and local governments. That ap-
plies to school districts as well. 

The question of whether we are going 
to allow this to succeed and make ac-
countability something that really 
does work is I think a function of 
whether we are willing to put our 
money where our mouth is. If we are 
going to impose mandates, how are we 
going to fund those mandates? The im-
plied promise was that we were. Re-
grettably, the history of this in the 
last couple of years is that we are not 
going to meet that promise. This 
amendment is one more opportunity to 
do what we said we were going to do. 

Second, I simply want my comments 
today to send a statement to those who 
are engaged both at the Federal level 
and at the State level in developing 
these definitions that if these defini-
tions and the implementation of this 
legislation is done without common 
sense, once again this is destined to 
fail. We must have some common sense 
in how this is implemented. It can 

work. It should work. I hope it will 
work. But this law called the No Child 
Left Behind Act simply will not work 
unless these two conditions are met. 

I introduced a resolution a couple of 
months ago that would suspend the en-
forcement of the No Child Left Behind 
Act until full funding is provided and 
that called for flexibility in the imple-
mentation that will allow this law an 
opportunity to work. 

I see that the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, the manager of the bill, is on the 
floor. I was intending to say just a few 
words on a separate subject on the 
issue of trade, but I don’t want to in-
terrupt the discussions with respect to 
education. So let me ask my colleague 
if he was intending to speak on the bill 
at this point. If that were the case, I 
would defer. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the invitation of the Senator 
from North Dakota, and I would like 
an opportunity to comment upon what 
he has had to say about the amend-
ment by the Senator from West Vir-
ginia and also on the flexibility issue. 
Then I would defer to the Senator from 
North Dakota to speak additionally 
about trade. 

When the Senator from North Da-
kota calls for adequate funding, I 
would suggest to him that the deter-
mination of ‘‘adequate’’ doesn’t nec-
essarily turn on having an opportunity 
which meets the full level of authoriza-
tion. Some of this I had submitted 
when Senator BYRD had offered the 
amendment, but I think it would bear 
just a little repetition. Perhaps the 
Senator from North Dakota didn’t hear 
it, or perhaps there might be even 
somebody listening on C–SPAN who 
wasn’t listening earlier, or perhaps 
there might be somebody on C–SPAN 
listening. But just because the appro-
priations bill figure is not up to the 
level of authorization does not nec-
essarily mean it is not adequate. 

My preference would have been to 
have had a larger allocation for this 
subcommittee report and have had a 
larger allocation for education. But as 
Senator BYRD said earlier, and Senator 
HARKIN said earlier, this appropriations 
bill goes about as far as you can. Sen-
ator HARKIN and I had commented ear-
lier this is a bipartisan bill. We have 
worked out the appropriations process 
in a bipartisan way. 

I became chairman in 1995, and Sen-
ator HARKIN has been chairman inter-
mittently and I ranking, and reverse. 
As we have frequently said, it has been 
a seamless transfer of the gavel. But as 
Senator HARKIN noted, this appropria-
tion bill did as well as you could, and 
Senator BYRD, the ranking member of 
the full committee, agreed with him. 
The question of what is adequate is a 
fair subject for debate. I repeat that it 
has always been desirable to have more 
funding on education. But just because 
the approprations is not up to the au-
thorization level, it does not mean 
there has been a dereliction by the 
Bush administration. 

I refer the Senator from North Da-
kota and others to the fact that when 
the No Child Left Behind bill was en-
acted in January of 2002—and the ap-
propriation followed a few days later— 
the authorization for title I was $13.5 
billion but the appropriation was $10.35 
billion, and that was when the Senate 
was controlled by the Democrats. So 
the appropriation was $2.85 billion 
under the authorization. 

On another aspect of the No Child 
Left Behind bill, improving teacher 
quality, the authorization was $3.175 
billion, the appropriation was $2.85 bil-
lion. So the appropriation, under the 
Democrats’ control, was $325 million 
under the authorization. 

On another aspect of the No Child 
Left Behind bill, the 21st Century Com-
munity Learning Centers, the author-
ization was $1.25 billion and the appro-
priation was $1 billion. So it was $250 
million under the authorization. 

I commended Senator HARKIN, who 
was chairman of this subcommittee at 
that time, and Senator BYRD, who was 
chairman of the full committee. But 
the fact is the authorization was high-
er than the appropriation, which is cus-
tomary. 

As is reasonably well known, we have 
two committees, the authorizers and 
the appropriators, and the authorizers 
characteristically put up a higher fig-
ure than the appropriators may be able 
to manage. 

There has also been some question as 
to whether President Bush has ade-
quately funded education. As I said 
earlier—and again I think this is worth 
repeating—if you take a look at what 
President Bush has requested in the 
President’s budget, which is the deter-
mination as to what the President 
wants on education funding, in the 
year 2002, the first year President Bush 
submitted a budget, it was for $44.54 
billion, which was about a $4.5 billion 
increase over 2001, and if you contrast 
the 3 years of the request on the budget 
by President Bush, the figure has gone 
from $40 billion to $53.3 billion, which 
is an increase of about 33 percent. 

If you take a look at the request by 
President Clinton from 1996 through 
1999, the figure went from $26 billion to 
$32 billion, or an increase of about 23 
percent. No one said President Clinton 
had shortchanged education. If you 
take a look at the 3 high years for 
President Clinton—1999, 2000, and 2001— 
the budget increased from $29.5 billion 
to a little over $40 billion. That is 
about a 33 percent increase, a little 
over $10 billion. So whereas President 
Bush, in the 3 years cited, had $13 bil-
lion and President Clinton, in the first 
of the 3 years cited, had $6 billion, and 
$10 billion in the second, I think Presi-
dent Bush’s increases compare very fa-
vorably. 

Again, it would be nice to have more 
funding, but on the question of what 
President Bush has done by way of his 
request, I think it is a very strong 
showing. 

When the Senator from North Da-
kota makes reference to the issue of 
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flexibility, I quite agree with him, 
there is a need for flexibility. 

If I might have the Senator’s atten-
tion. When he talks about a one-room 
schoolhouse, that resonates with this 
Senator. My younger sister Shirley 
taught in a one-room schoolhouse lo-
cated about 6 miles from Russell, KS, 
when I was, I think, a senior in high 
school. And when the Senator from 
North Dakota talks about a rural 
school, where a teacher has to teach a 
number of grades, I recollect that very 
well. I would not take an oath to this, 
but I think she had about four different 
grades from first to eighth. The inter-
vening grades, I wouldn’t be too sure. 

But it was tough teaching in that 
country day school in a couple of re-
spects. The first thing was there was no 
transportation. My father, who had a 
junkyard in Russell, KS, had to take 
time off to drive her to school and to 
pick her up from school. But that was 
what fathers did in about 1946 when she 
had this country day school. 

Also, the word problems for the 
eighth grade were very difficult. My 
older sister Hilda was living with us at 
the time. Her husband was fighting in 
World War II and was in the South Pa-
cific. Hilda was a college graduate and 
I was a senior in high school, both of us 
substantially beyond the eighth grade, 
and we would sit for hours at the 
kitchen table working over these word 
problems. 

So when the Senator from North Da-
kota talks about the need—occasion-
ally we got the word problems, too. I 
don’t want to leave that hanging. Occa-
sionally we got them. We did not al-
ways get them. You know, the ques-
tion: If X starts at point 1, and goes 20 
miles an hour, and travels for 2 hours 
and 30 minutes, and B starts at point 
zero, and goes for 4 hours with devi-
ation, et cetera, et cetera, who arrives 
at point Q first? Those are fairly tough 
questions. 

The question I would have for the 
Senator from North Dakota is whether 
these standards, which do not have to 
be met for a few years yet, require 
modification now. Each State has to 
submit a plan to the Department of 
Education for approval. Of course, each 
State knows what they are dealing 
with. The State director of education 
knows how many one-room schools he 
has in North Dakota or how many he 
has in Kansas. Maybe there are some 
even in between in South Dakota and 
Nebraska. 

The question I have for the Senator 
from North Dakota is: Has there been 
insufficient flexibility in the approvals 
given by the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation on these plans submitted by the 
various States, if the Senator from 
North Dakota is familiar with that? 

Mr. DORGAN. I say, Mr. President, 
to the Senator from Pennsylvania that 
I am aware that the Secretary of Edu-
cation at one point talked about being 
very ginger with respect to waivers and 
the kind of flexibility I think is nec-
essary. I do not have his quotes in front 
of me. 

But the point I was trying to make is 
that as States determine what their 
specific needs are, of course the State 
education authority is going to be in 
touch with the Department of Edu-
cation to determine how the Depart-
ment of Education is going to send 
down the rules, how they are going to 
enforce this. 

My understanding, at least, is that 
the Department of Education has indi-
cated it is not going to be very anxious 
or interested in waiver policies. So the 
point I was trying to make—and I don’t 
think I mentioned one-room schools. I 
mentioned small schools. 

Mr. SPECTER. You can’t get any 
smaller than a one-room school. 

Mr. DORGAN. But the point I was 
trying to make is, if we do not have 
flexibility and therefore describe won-
derful teachers as not highly qualified, 
and you have to hire additional teach-
ers in small schools so they are all 
teaching in their major, then the ques-
tion is: Who is going to come up with 
the money for that? 

First of all, I do not think it would 
be smart to do that because you are 
telling some wonderful teachers they 
are not qualified. But second, if you do 
embark on that strategy, it is going to 
cost all of these school districts more 
money, and that becomes the mandate. 
And the question is: Who is going to 
fund the mandate? 

Those are the questions I raised that 
are related to both funding and also 
flexibility. I hope an abundance of 
common sense might well be applied to 
all aspects of this legislation. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, my re-
sponse is that I agree with the Senator 
from North Dakota, there has to be 
flexibility. I am not conversant with 
what is going on in Kansas rural 
schools today, but I can become con-
versant. And perhaps the Senator from 
North Dakota is conversant on what is 
going on with rural schools in North 
Dakota. 

But if they still have a small school, 
where a single teacher is all there is in 
a one-room school, and they have four 
students to teach in four different 
grades, I don’t think it is realistic to 
bring four teachers in with specialties. 
You might have to have more than four 
because they teach arithmetic, geog-
raphy, English, and history, and many 
subjects. 

What I intend to do is to find out 
what is going on there. 

Mr. DORGAN. Might I ask the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania to yield? 

Mr. SPECTER. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. DORGAN. The point is not just a 

one-room school or one teacher teach-
ing four kids. The point is, for example, 
a school of the type I described with 
four grades and 50 students and four 
teachers. Those four teachers are hav-
ing to teach outside of their major. 
They are teaching in their minor and 
major, several different classes, and in 
many cases are wonderful teachers who 
produce great students. They know 
their subjects, and the demonstration 

of being good teachers is that they 
turn kids out of that classroom having 
completed their course, and these kids 
know the subject as well. In those cir-
cumstances, a school like that couldn’t 
possibly hire another four teachers be-
cause they wouldn’t have the money. 

The question is, are you still going to 
continue to keep those schools open 
and allow those teachers to teach in 
their major and minor provided they 
are good teachers? 

Unfortunately, I believe we are head-
ed toward a time when the definition of 
who is highly qualified will exclude 
many of those great teachers. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, my 
question to the Senator from North 
Dakota, precisely stated: Does he know 
of any situation where there is any 
such school, where the State head of 
education has submitted that issue to 
the U.S. Department of Education for a 
waiver and had it turned down? 

Mr. DORGAN. Well, as the Senator 
from Pennsylvania notes, we are not 
down the road far enough at this point 
to understand exactly what the U.S. 
Department of Education is going to do 
in terms of allowing States to deal 
with their specific needs. I can tell you, 
having dealt with many Federal agen-
cies for a long time—I know the Sen-
ator has as well—having watched some 
of these statements coming from the 
Department of Education, we will at 
some point be on the floor talking 
about these circumstances because we 
will have Federal Rules imposed by the 
Government in a way that simply does 
not match the needs or interests of the 
small local school districts. 

I will be happy to work with the Sen-
ator as we proceed so that if he indi-
cates—and he did earlier—he believes 
flexibility is the hallmark and a watch-
word, you have to have flexibility and 
common sense, then he and I need to be 
very vigilant in making sure that both 
the State plans but also especially and 
most importantly the Federal Rules 
with respect to how those plans are 
evaluated give us the opportunity for 
some common sense and flexibility. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, if we 
are not far enough down the road to 
know how it is going to work out, I 
don’t think we are far enough down the 
road to criticize it. I think we are far 
enough down the road to make inquir-
ies. But I think it is premature to criti-
cize this bill for lack of flexibility, pre-
mature to criticize this bill for lack of 
funding to accommodate more flexi-
bility until we see that the U.S. De-
partment of Education has denied an 
application by North Dakota or Kansas 
or some rural State, which has a good 
educational system and has it taken 
care of, that is being turned down on 
the flexibility request. 

The issue has been raised. I think it 
is an important issue. As the chairman 
of the subcommittee, I will make in-
quiries to see how the flexibility rule is 
being carried out to date or how it is 
proposed to be carried out, to have 
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hearings, if necessary, in the sub-
committee. We ought to anticipate the 
problem, but it is too soon to criticize. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Pennsylvania will yield 
once again. 

Mr. SPECTER. I do. 
Mr. DORGAN. First of all, it is not so 

much a criticism as a determination of 
what is necessary to make this legisla-
tion or make this new law work. The 
State plans that were submitted to the 
Department of Education for approval 
deal almost exclusively with how 
states measure yearly progress for the 
school districts themselves. These 
plans that have been approved do not 
deal with the definition of ‘‘highly 
qualified’’ teachers. 

If you take a look at what has been 
discussed and described, including the 
discussions around the provisions in 
the underlying law itself, there is 
enough to cause concern that ought to 
require us to talk about it at this 
point. Because if we don’t do that, we 
will head towards 2005 and 2006, when 
the deadline exists with respect to the 
issue of highly qualified teachers, and 
we will find we have put in place a bu-
reaucratic juggernaut that will cause 
chaos in school districts all across the 
country. 

It is very important for us to discuss 
this now. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I agree 
it is important to discuss. The informa-
tion handed to me at the staff level 
represents that since the act was 
passed in 2001, funding for high quality 
professional development for teachers 
and school administrators has been in-
creased by 32 percent during the Clin-
ton administration in the seven years 
following the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act authorized in 
1994, which also called for set standards 
to develop and implement assessments. 
The total increase provided for title I 
grants to LEAs was $2.4 billion or 38 
percent. In contrast, at the level pro-
posed in this bill, the total increase 
since the passage of the No Child Left 
Behind Program in 2001, would be $3.6 
billion or 41 percent. So I think the 
funding in this bill is providing for im-
provements. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. DORGAN. I don’t disagree at all 

with the data. I did not talk about 
Clinton versus Bush and so on. I didn’t 
make that reference. The cir-
cumstances are dramatically different 
than they were previously. We em-
barked on a new, different, aggressive 
education policy called No Child Left 
Behind in which we imposed for the 
first time significant enforceable 
standards in order to measure account-
ability. That was my point. 

I like the work the Senator from 
Pennsylvania does. He and I have 
worked on a lot of things together. No-
tably, I was one who, along with the 
Senators from Pennsylvania and Iowa 
and others, worked to try to double the 

amount of funding in the National In-
stitutes of Health, and the dividends 
that will pay for the American people 
in the future are significant. I like the 
work the leadership of this sub-
committee does, the Senator from 
Pennsylvania and the Senator from 
Iowa. I appreciate working with them. 
He indicated this is the best we can do 
on funding. He would probably wish to 
do more. I think I heard him suggest 
that. I sit back and try to figure out 
what are our priorities as a country. 
What are the priorities? Then I see sto-
ries. 

For example, in the middle of all of 
this, I was visiting schools and talking 
about funding that might or might not 
happen under these mandates. And at 
that time, we were simultaneously 
having a situation with Turkey this 
year. They would not let us use their 
bases or allow our troops to cross their 
borders into Iraq. So Mr. Wolfowitz was 
sent to Turkey and came back with a 
deal to provide $26 billion to Turkey. I 
called around to find out where that 
money was coming from. I found out $6 
billion was to be in the form of direct 
grants and $20 billion in guaranteed 
loans. I am thinking, maybe I should 
change my name to Turkey. The old 
John Paxon song, I am changing my 
name to Poland. 

I think the issue for all of us is what 
are the priorities? What represents the 
significant priorities including na-
tional security, national defense, 
homeland security? Those are signifi-
cant. But when you talk about edu-
cation, it is also the case that edu-
cation is our future. I want this law to 
succeed. I want it to work. The only 
point I came to talk about is, I don’t 
think it can or will work unless, A, 
adequate funding exists to pay for the 
mandates we impose on local school 
districts and, unless, B, there is a res-
ervoir of common sense used on how 
these rules apply to schools. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is tradi-
tional in the State of Nevada that the 
congressional delegation speak to the 
State legislature. In Nevada, the State 
legislature only meets every other 
year. This past February, I had the 
honor and pleasure of speaking to our 
State legislature. I spoke about a num-
ber of things, but one of the things I 
spoke about was the Leave No Child 
Behind Act, where I related to the re-
cently convened Nevada State Legisla-
ture that I was terribly concerned 
about what was happening from a fiscal 
standpoint in the State of Nevada be-
cause I believed the Leave No Child Be-
hind Act was leaving lots of kids in Ne-
vada behind. 

When I gave that statement, there 
were some who said, I think the Sen-
ator from Nevada is a little bit off, 
that Leave No Child Behind is going to 
work out just fine, that it will not have 
any impact on the State. 

The State of Nevada, as with many 
States in the Union, went through a 
terrible fiscal crisis this year. The 
matter in Nevada had to finally be re-

solved in the courts. The State legisla-
ture was at an impasse. The Governor 
called several special sessions. As I in-
dicated, he finally had to sue the State 
legislature and go to the Nevada Su-
preme Court. Following that, the su-
preme court ruled that certain parts of 
the method of obtaining money were 
unconstitutional, but the court did 
rule that education came first. The No. 
1 requirement in the State of Nevada 
for the legislature was education. 

The Leave No Child Behind Act is 
legislation that is extremely impor-
tant, and the law has all the markings 
of being good legislation that we initi-
ated here if, in fact, it is funded prop-
erly. But it has not been. As a result of 
that, Nevada and other States are in a 
tremendous bind. 

It was 2 years ago that this Congress 
and the President made a promise to 
the children of America. We promised 
that every child would have an oppor-
tunity to get a good education and re-
alize his or her dreams. We promised 
that teachers and schools would be 
held accountable for achieving results, 
but we promised extra help to those 
children who needed it the most so 
they would not get left behind. 

I think we all felt pretty good about 
that promise. There was a nice bill 
signing ceremony at the White House 
and the new law was hailed as a great 
bipartisan achievement. That was 2 
years ago. 

Today, the children of America are 
keeping their part of the bargain. In 
the State of Nevada, as well as all over 
the Nation, kids have returned to 
school this month with their 
backpacks full of books, their hearts 
full of hope, their minds full of dreams. 
Our children are eager to learn and 
their teachers are eager to teach. 
Teachers are doing their part. As part 
of our promise to America’s children, 
our teachers are accepting a higher 
standard of accountability. They un-
derstand that when a promise is made 
to somebody, they are accountable for 
keeping that promise. 

I believe we should hold teachers ac-
countable for getting results, but I 
think the American people should hold 
us accountable for keeping our promise 
that we made 2 years ago. That is why 
I have difficulty imagining that anyone 
would not support Senator BYRD’s 
amendment. In effect, it is a commit-
ment to fulfill our promise, the com-
mitment that we already made to title 
I, the program that helps those chil-
dren who need help the most. This 
amendment would mean a lot to the 
children of Nevada. It would provide 
more than $31 million for hard-strapped 
school systems that serve our neediest 
students. It would mean smaller class-
es, more training for teachers, and 
more educational materials. 

In April of 2002, I held a hearing of 
the Appropriations Subcommittee in 
Las Vegas to find out about the impact 
of title I programs on the children of 
Nevada. We learned a lot. One of our 
witnesses was a woman named Tammie 
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Carter who had a child enrolled in the 
title I pre-K program at Kermit Booker 
Elementary School. Mrs. Carter told us 
how important title I programs are to 
her family. She told us how much our 
promise to all of America’s children 
means to her own child. 

We should not break our promise, 
even to that one child, let alone mil-
lions across America. We should live by 
the words we uttered 2 years ago. We 
must be held accountable. So I hope 
this amendment, which will take 60 
votes—60 percent of the Senate will 
vote to allow this education measure 
offered by the senior Senator from 
West Virginia to go forward. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak on an-
other subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I will 

be very brief. I know some of my col-
leagues want to speak as well. 

Yesterday was Labor Day. I noticed 
this morning that there was a speech 
given by the President, which I wel-
come, in which he talked about in-
creased attention to international 
trade issues, particularly trade deficits 
and the jobs that are flowing overseas. 
The story specifically talks about the 
difficulties we have in the manufac-
turing jobs that have left. I wanted to 
make a couple of points about that. 

I have talked before about the trade 
deficit. We have the largest trade def-
icit in human history. It is now over 
$470 billion. Let me just show a chart 
that shows this trade deficit, although 
the red marks on this chart really 
should read ‘‘jobs.’’ When your trade 
deficit goes to $470 billion, that means 
jobs that used to exist here exist else-
where—in China, Japan, South Korea, 
Europe, Mexico, Canada. 

I want to make a point about this be-
cause I am heartened by the fact that 
the President talked about China. The 
Administration is talking about cur-
rency fluctuations, which is a separate 
issue. I have spoken about that many 
times. Having trade agreements with 
other countries and not having a shock 
absorber to adjust for currency fluctua-
tions makes no sense at all. It never 
has. We negotiate with Mexico for a 
trade agreement and you ratchet down 
10 and 15 percent tariffs to 5 percent 
and 2 percent. And then Mexico de-
values its currency by 50 percent. You 
are 35 percent worse off. 

It has never made any sense to deal 
with trade agreements on tariffs and 
not worry about currency fluctuations. 
That is what we are finding with 
China. China is manipulating its cur-
rency values in a way that continues 
the trade deficit with China which is 
now $103 billion a year. They send us 
all their trinkets and trousers, tennis 
shoes, you name it. They produce it 
and send it here to go on our store 
shelves in Laramie, WY, Fargo, ND, 
Denver, CO for our consumers. Guess 

what. Try to send the Chinese some 
North Dakota wheat and see what you 
find out. The trade isn’t two way. We 
don’t really have a two-way trade 
agreement with China and Japan. We 
don’t have an adequate trade agree-
ment with Mexico, Canada, Korea, and 
Europe. 

The Senate will soon consider a Com-
merce-State-Justice bill, which funds 
the Department of Commerce. The De-
partment of Commerce is a crucial 
agency when it comes to international 
trade, because it has a Market Access 
Compliance program responsible for 
knocking down foreign trade barriers. 

Do you know how many people the 
MAC program has to deal with trade 
barriers in China? Just 19. And we have 
a $103 billion deficit with China. 

Now, the Commerce Department is 
involved in the issue of knocking down 
trade barriers in other countries. We 
have a $70 billion trade deficit with 
Japan. Do you know how many people 
at the MAC program deal with Japan? 
Ten people. 

We have a $13 billion deficit with 
Korea and we have two-and three-quar-
ters people working on market access 
issues in Korea. I don’t know how 
three-quarters of a person works on 
this; there must be a new, novel way to 
do that in Commerce. 

We have an $82 billion trade deficit 
with Europe and just 15 people working 
to open up those European markets 
and enforce trade agreements with Eu-
rope. 

This makes no sense at all because 
this relates to jobs. When I asked on 
Labor Day what happened to manufac-
turing jobs, I will tell you what hap-
pened. They have gone. Paul Craig 
Roberts, an economist in the Reagan 
administration, wrote an op-ed piece 
recently saying that this is not a job-
less economic recovery. Yes, the coun-
try is beginning to show economic 
growth. No, we don’t have additional 
jobs. We have lost several million jobs. 
Jobs are not being created in this coun-
try; they are being created elsewhere. 
That is the problem. Part of it, in my 
judgment, is simply enforcement, de-
manding that other countries own up 
to their responsibilities to us in our 
trade agreements. 

I have used this example often—and I 
will again briefly—with respect to 
Korea because it is such an appropriate 
example. Do you know that last year 
we imported from Korea very close to 
680,000 vehicles into this country; 
680,000 Korean cars came into the 
United States. Does anyone know how 
many American automobiles we were 
able to export to Korea? Just 2,800. So 
it was 680,000 to 2,800. Why? Because 
our markets are open to their cars. 
Good for us. Their market is largely 
closed to our automobiles. We don’t do 
much about it. We just do not do much 
about it. Don’t we care? I don’t know. 
Nobody cares much, it seems to me, to 
begin to say to the South Koreans, 
with respect to automobile trade: If 
you want to sell cars in the U.S., open 

your markets wide to American vehi-
cles. If you don’t, then go sell your cars 
in Zambia, or in Libya, but not in our 
marketplace, until your marketplace is 
open to us. 

While I am on the subject of cars, in 
the last trade agreement we did with 
China—a country with a $103 billion 
surplus with us—our negotiators 
agreed, for reasons I would never un-
derstand, that with respect to future 
trade between the United States and 
China in vehicles, automobiles, we 
would agree, after a long phase-in, that 
we will have a 2.5-percent tariff on any 
Chinese automobiles that would even-
tually be sold in our country, and 
China would be allowed to have a 25- 
percent tariff on any U.S. automobile 
sold in China. 

So our negotiators sat down with a 
country that has a very large trade 
surplus with us, and said we will agree, 
after a phase-in, for you to have a tar-
iff that is 10 times higher in China on 
U.S. automobiles going to China than 
we would have on Chinese automobiles 
coming into the United States. I don’t 
understand how people think when 
they do that. They undercut our mar-
ketplace and throw away our jobs. 

Look, I am for expanding trade. I 
think expanded trade is good but it 
must be fair trade. If it is not fair and 
in our mutual best interests in bilat-
eral and multilateral trade agree-
ments, then we need to rethink it. 

We face a circumstance in this coun-
try when we talk about the need for ad-
ditional jobs. What happened to the 3 
million jobs that used to exist here 
that no longer exist here? They exist 
elsewhere, where they can hire children 
at age 12 and put them in a manufac-
turing plant that doesn’t have to be a 
safe workplace because you don’t have 
OSHA; they can dump chemicals into 
the air and water because that country 
doesn’t have an EPA, and it can pay 12- 
year-old children 20 cents an hour and 
work them 14 hours a day, and it is per-
fectly legal—by the way, a manufac-
turing plant that can prevent them, be-
cause their country prevents them, 
from organizing as a labor force. 

That is where the jobs are going. Too 
many are going in that direction, and 
too many American families who used 
to have decent jobs with decent pay 
and benefits now have to look at those 
jobs existing in other countries that 
didn’t fight for the last century for the 
kinds of things that we did, such as 
safe workplaces, child labor laws, fair 
compensation, and a requirement that 
you not pollute streams and the air. 

Our country is losing ground, not 
gaining ground. If you look at the 
ocean of red ink on this chart in inter-
national trade, and at the loss of jobs, 
and if you look at what this translates 
into with respect to the weakening of 
our basic core manufacturing in this 
country, you simply must be con-
cerned. 

I don’t want to sound like someone 
who is a ‘‘classic protectionist’’ who 
doesn’t believe in trade; I believe in 
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trade. I believe in the doctrine of com-
parative advantage, when a country 
can produce something in a manner 
that is much more efficient than ours 
because of the resources they have, be-
cause of natural advantages they have, 
then it makes more sense for us to buy 
from them and sell to them that which 
is in our best comparative advantage. 
But it is not part of the doctrine of 
comparative advantage to have a coun-
try that says we are going to hire kids 
and pay them pennies and dump sewage 
in the streams and the air. That is not 
a doctrine of comparative advantage; 
that is a political imposition that cre-
ates circumstances by which we lose 
manufacturing jobs to other areas of 
the world and then have them produce 
the products and ship them back into 
our marketplace. We have the prod-
ucts, perhaps at a lower price, and 
what we also have is an economy that 
is losing jobs and steam. That is why 
we have to be concerned about this. 

I welcome the President’s statement 
yesterday that he is going to have 
someone in the Administration dealing 
with this issue of China and dealing 
with the issue of the currency fluctua-
tions. But there are far greater prob-
lems in international trade than just 
currency fluctuations. That is one of 
them but it is by no means the most 
significant. 

I will not spend more time going on 
and on about the specifics of potato 
flakes to Korea at a 300-percent tariff. 
I can spend time talking about these 
continuing trade barriers, such as beef 
to Japan, where 15 years after the beef 
agreement with Japan every single 
pound of American beef is set to have a 
50-percent tariff on it. Fifteen years 
after our agreement with Japan—a 
country with a $70 billion surplus with 
us—for us to allow that to happen is 
shameful. I will not go further, except 
to say I will speak at greater length on 
trade and jobs, which are related in a 
significant way, because we must—Re-
publicans, Democrats, the administra-
tion, and Congress—tackle this issue in 
a significant way if we are going to 
preserve a strong, vibrant manufac-
turing base in this country and begin 
building jobs—good jobs that pay well 
with decent benefits once again. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will my 
friend yield? 

Mr. DORGAN. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. REID. I can remember when my 
friend, the Senator from North Dakota, 
first started coming to the floor with 
charts indicating the trade deficits. I 
can remember back in 1996 and 1997 
when I thought: The trade deficit is 
going up, but not very much; it is $170 
billion. It went up $10 billion, and that 
sounds like a lot of money. Maybe 
there is something that can be done 
about that situation. 

Now I think there is no way to ra-
tionalize what is happening. It was $170 
billion in 1996, and we are over double 
that in just a few years. I say to my 
friend, I take pride, even though I have 

received a lot of criticism, in that I 
have not voted for a single trade agree-
ment. I thought they were shortsighted 
and bad for our country, and I think 
time is proving I was right and the 
twisting of arms to get votes for these 
programs saying it would help was sim-
ply wrong. 

I say to the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota, these are more 
than just statistics on a map or a chart 
or a graph. I have one daughter. My 
oldest child is a daughter. She is mar-
ried to a wonderful man who was raised 
in Kannapolis, NC. I never heard the 
word ‘‘Kannapolis’’ until they fell in 
love and were married. I now have 
three grandchildren as a result of that 
union. 

I have been to Kannapolis visiting 
with their family. Kannapolis is the 
sight of Cannon Mills where they make 
towels, sheets—all kinds of these prod-
ucts. It is a famous place in American 
manufacturing history and a very im-
portant part of North Carolina indus-
try. Last week, Cannon Mills an-
nounced they were closing. The Cannon 
Mills plant in Kannapolis will be gone. 

Kannapolis used to be a factory town 
where everyone who worked in 
Kannapolis worked for Cannon Mills. 
Thousands of people were employed at 
that factory. Cannon Mills has sent no-
tice to everyone that the approxi-
mately 5,000 people who are at the 
Kannapolis plant will no longer have a 
job. 

That is what Senator DORGAN’s graph 
represents to me: Actual people such as 
Melvin Berringer, my daughter’s fa-
ther-in-law, a wonderful man in his 
eighties who spent his entire life work-
ing for Cannon Mills in Kannapolis. 
People who followed in his footsteps no 
longer work in Kannapolis. They are 
all through as a result of the trade pol-
icy of this country. 

I have heard my friend from North 
Dakota in the past try to describe what 
the trade policy is. Is it unreasonable? 
Yes. Is it unrealistic? Yes. Is it unfair 
to us? Yes. There isn’t a word one can 
come up with that adequately describes 
how the world’s only superpower would 
put itself in the position where we have 
a $470 billion trade deficit. And we had 
the President yesterday saying: I think 
what we are going to do to solve the 
problem is appoint an assistant sec-
retary of Commerce. That should han-
dle the problem. Instead of having 19 
people working on the $100 billion trade 
deficit with China, we can now have 
somebody calling once in a while to see 
what they can do to help the program. 
We will have an assistant secretary. 
That should solve all the problems if 
we appoint an assistant secretary of 
Commerce to solve the $470 billion 
trade deficit. That should solve the 
problem quite well. 

I acknowledge, I appreciate, I com-
pliment the Senator from North Da-
kota for being one of the few who un-
derstands trade policy and frequently 
speaks out, bringing it to our atten-
tion. It is something about which more 
should be speaking. 

This is a problem that is only going 
to get worse unless this country 
changes what is happening. I repeat, I 
do not apologize to anyone for voting 
against every one of those trade agree-
ments which I think were unfair be-
cause they dealt with those countries 
with environmental standards much 
different than ours, working conditions 
much different than ours, and employ-
ment standards much different than 
ours, making it unfair to American 
business. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I say to 
the Senator from Nevada that the most 
recent free trade agreement we voted 
on in the Senate was the Singapore 
Free Trade Agreement. It is an exam-
ple of everything that is wrong with 
our trade policy. 

The Singapore Free Trade Agreement 
was negotiated in secret, as are all 
trade agreements, and then they are 
unveiled with great fanfare, and we are 
told: Here is the agreement. And be-
cause the Congress decided it would 
vote itself a set of handcuffs so that 
when a trade agreement comes to the 
floor of the Senate we cannot offer any 
amendments—that is called fast 
track—when the Singapore Free Trade 
Agreement came to the Senate, it had 
a provision in it that had nothing to do 
with the Singapore Free Trade Agree-
ment—nothing at all. It had to do with 
immigration, and it said we will grant 
special visas to 5,400 people from 
Singapore to come into this country to 
take American jobs. All of the folks on 
the committee who deal with immigra-
tion were apoplectic. They had apo-
plectic seizures on the floor of the Sen-
ate. What did we do? We constructed a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution that 
said to the Administration: Next time, 
you better watch it. What a wonderful 
piece of public policy. Why couldn’t 
anybody offer an amendment to take 
out the 5,400 jobs that will be taken in 
this country by the special visas given 
in that bill? Because we cannot offer 
any amendments to the trade bill. And 
so they negotiated this Singapore Free 
Trade Agreement. It has other prob-
lems with it, I should say, but they ne-
gotiated it with this little provision, 
and we could not take it out. That is so 
symbolic of what is wrong with our 
trade policies. 

The minute you speak of this, as is 
always the case, the Washington Post, 
for example, which simply will not 
allow an op-ed piece on my side of the 
issue—you almost never see an op-ed 
piece talking about the requirement 
for fair trade because the Washington 
Post and most of the largest news-
papers have the same view and that is: 
Free trade, free trade. It is like a 
mantra. We ought to put them in robes 
on a street corner and let them chant 
for a while, to get it out of their sys-
tem, ‘‘free trade, free trade.’’ The only 
thing that matters, it seems to me, is 
whether trade is fair and whether the 
engagement we have with other coun-
tries is mutually beneficial. 

After the Second World War, our 
trade policy was exclusively foreign 
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policy for 25 years because we wanted 
to help other countries. So we did all 
kinds of concessional trade strategies 
with other countries that were fine. It 
was our foreign policy. It was a way for 
us to help them, and it did not matter 
because we could beat any country 
under any set of circumstances in the 
job market with one hand tied behind 
our back. We knew that. We were the 
biggest, the best, and the strongest. We 
had an economy that could compete 
with anybody with one hand tied be-
hind our back. So for 25 years, our 
trade policy was exclusively foreign 
policy run out of the State Depart-
ment. 

Twenty-five years after the Second 
World War, we began to see the emer-
gence of some pretty tough, strong 
international competition—Japan, Eu-
rope, others, now China. Our trade pol-
icy is still, in most cases, soft-headed 
foreign policy. Instead of saying, Let 
us make sure that as a strong eco-
nomic power, the world’s preeminent 
economic superpower, that we retain a 
basic core manufacturing base—be-
cause we will not long remain an eco-
nomic superpower without a manufac-
turing base—instead of saying that, 
what we are saying as a country in our 
policies is we do not care what re-
mains. If we have a complete decima-
tion of the manufacturing base in this 
country, so be it, that is the way the 
world economy was intending it to be. 
That is so shallow and so fundamen-
tally devoid of caring about this coun-
try’s national security. Yet, I am tell-
ing you, there are people out there who 
believe that. They just say: Let’s have 
whatever happens happen and no com-
plaining. 

What bothers me the most about this 
situation, when we talk about these 
jobs, is we have set up the American 
workers to compete in a way that is 
fundamentally unfair because our 
country will not stand with its work-
ers. We say to our workers: If you do 
not want to lose your job, then you 
better be prepared to compete. What 
does that mean? If you do not want to 
lose your job, you better take a pay 
cut. If you do not want to lose your 
job, you better be prepared not to get 
any benefits in the future. If you do 
not want to lose your job, be prepared 
to compete with that 12-year-old kid 
making 12 cents a day working 12 hours 
a day in an unsafe factory. 

When did that become the admission 
price of the American marketplace, the 
only marketplace of its type in the 
world, the most lucrative marketplace 
in the world? When did we decide the 
admission price is do anything under 
any circumstances and allow your 
goods to come onto our shelves? When 
did that become something we accept-
ed as a matter of course? 

What about a sense of fairness in 
which this country says our workers 
will compete? The American workers 
are the finest in the world. We will 
compete anytime anywhere with any-
body under any circumstances provided 

we understand that which we fought 
for a century in this country rep-
resents a value system by which we 
measure jobs. One ought to be able to 
have the right to organize as workers. 
One ought to be able to have the right 
to work in a safe workplace. One ought 
not to have to compete with 8-, 10-, and 
12-year-old kids because they ought to 
have child labor laws. One ought to 
have some fair compensation capa-
bility. We fought for those issues for 
years. In fact, there are people who 
died on the streets in this country 
fighting for the right to organize. 

I thought we had gotten through all 
those issues and said, Here is what the 
American marketplace is about, but 
now there are executives of companies 
who say: Let’s fly around in our jet and 
look at various places in the world 
where we might produce, where we pole 
vault over those questions. We do not 
have to answer questions about hiring 
kids. We do not have to answer ques-
tions about paying 12 or 20 cents an 
hour. We do not have to answer to an 
OSHA or EPA. We, in fact, are going to 
move our production to Bangladesh or 
Sri Lanka. 

Here is the result: A little story I 
read recently about producers in a 
manufacturing plant far away from 
here, in a portion of Asia, making base-
ball caps. Those baseball caps have 11⁄2- 
cent labor in each baseball cap, and 
they are sent to the bookstore of an 
Ivy League college to be sold for $17. 
One-and-a-half-cent labor by a young 
Asian worker in a plant far away to 
produce a baseball cap that is then sold 
for $17 in the bookstore of an Ivy 
League college. I suppose that used to 
be a job in this country, to make base-
ball caps. It used to be we made shoes, 
shirts, and trousers, too. 

One day when I was speaking in the 
Senate Chamber, Fruit of the Loom de-
cided it was gone. Fruit of the Loom 
made a big announcement that they 
were moving to Mexico. I said: It is one 
thing to lose your shirt, but I mean 
Fruit of the Loom, once they leave . . . 
Just think of the jobs that used to 
exist here, that supported families, are 
going elsewhere. 

I could understand that if it rep-
resented the doctrine of comparative 
advantage where one country had a 
specific resource or some specific ad-
vantage in which they produce some-
thing in a much more attractive and a 
much less expensive way than we do, 
provided that advantage is not some 
politically imposed advantage by a 
government that says you cannot orga-
nize, you do not have to have a safe 
workplace, you can pay pennies, and 
you can hire kids. 

That is not part of the comparative 
advantage. That is a political will and 
a political system that says let’s take 
jobs from those industrialized coun-
tries that have already settled those 
issues. 

I hope to speak on trade at greater 
length later this week. It was my in-
tention to mention the effort that was 

discussed yesterday in the newspapers 
about China and specifically about 
trade and jobs. I think this is a criti-
cally important issue. A recovery with-
out jobs is not the kind of recovery we 
need in this country. We need a recov-
ery that produces decent jobs that pay 
well, that have good benefits. We spe-
cifically need to pay attention to and 
understand that a world economic su-
perpower will only remain a world eco-
nomic superpower if they have a strong 
manufacturing base. That is critical to 
any economy. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. The matter before the 

Senate is the appropriations bill that is 
being managed by Senators SPECTER 
and HARKIN; is that true? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition to reply briefly to 
the comments by the Senator from Ne-
vada. It is very important to move on 
education in America; the legislation 
on Leave No Child Behind is very crit-
ical legislation on that important sub-
ject. But as we have heard the discus-
sion move forward, there is a lot more 
commentary on President Bush than 
on the American schoolchildren. I sup-
pose that is to be expected in the polit-
ical context with a Presidential elec-
tion coming next year, but the real 
focus, I suggest, is on the issue of ade-
quacy of the funding. 

The program for funding the No Child 
Left Behind legislation has been mov-
ing on with substantial increases in 
funding. Earlier today, the argument 
was made that the funding has resulted 
from the action of a Congress which 
was under the control of the Demo-
crats. I suggest that ignores the rec-
ommendations and the budget requests 
President Bush has made and the budg-
ets which he has submitted to the Con-
gress of the United States which have 
been acted upon with both Democrats 
and Republicans. 

When we look at the requests of the 
President to meet the legislation on No 
Child Left Behind, on the three budgets 
which he has submitted requests for 
fiscal year 2002, fiscal year 2003, and fis-
cal year 2004, there has been an in-
crease in what he has asked for of some 
$13 billion-plus, moving from $40 billion 
to more than $53 million. If you take 
the 3-year period from 1996 to 1999 with 
the fiscal years 1997, 1998, and 1999, the 
funding increased from some $26 billion 
to about $32.5 billion, which was an in-
crease of 23 percent. If you take the 
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last 3 years prior to the budget sub-
mitted by President Bush, you have 
the funding from $29.700 billion to $40 
billion, an increase of a little over $10 
billion—there again, a 33-percent in-
crease. So even when the Democrats 
controlled the Congress, the appropria-
tions made were under the authorized 
amount which is a commonplace occur-
rence. 

If we focus on what has been done to 
increase funding for education and 
what has been done to move along the 
legislation on Leave No Child Behind, 
President Bush has made a showing at 
least comparable and superior to that 
which President Clinton undertook, 
and no one ever said that President 
Clinton underfunded education. Per-
haps the focus ought to be on what is 
the adequacy of the funding as opposed 
to the consistent critique of President 
Bush for political purposes. 

I yield the floor. 
HEALTH CARE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I come 
for a couple of minutes this afternoon 
to reflect on both the recent holiday 
yesterday as well as my experiences in 
South Dakota over the last 4 weeks. 

We celebrated Labor Day yesterday 
with parades and celebrations around 
the country. We have been doing so 
now for 120 years. Peter McGuire was a 
carpenter and a labor organizer who 
brought 20,000 workers to march in New 
York for better working conditions 
some 120 years ago. Still today it is a 
day to honor our working people and 
their contribution and to recommit 
ourselves to advancing their rights and 
protections. 

I spent the August recess driving 
through South Dakota, as I do every 
year, without schedule or staff, talking 
to South Dakotans about the concerns 
they have. We have 66 counties in our 
State. I get into all 66 every year. I 
went to just under 30 counties during 
the month of August. Driving as I did, 
talking to working men and women, 
families, business people, farmers, and 
ranchers, I heard a great deal about 
jobs, about health care, about the state 
of agriculture. 

Joblessness in our country has now 
reached 9.1 million people; 3.2 million 
private sector jobs have been lost since 
January of 2001. That is a 50-percent in-
crease. Another 5 million, we are told, 
are underemployed, forced to take 
part-time work because they cannot 
find good jobs. 

As I traveled the State, I talked to 
people who are unemployed, people who 
had good jobs. Surprisingly, large num-
bers of white-collar workers, people 
whose incomes exceeded $20,000 or 
$30,000, are now out of work. They ex-
pressed to me their concern for the 
state of the economy and the great dif-
ficulty so many South Dakotans are 
facing. That is true in small towns as 
well as large towns. 

There is more bad news for working 
families as they consider the implica-

tions of higher deficits on the interest 
rates we are now experiencing. It is 
harder to buy a home, to pay for col-
lege, invest in business, in part be-
cause, as we have predicted, as the 
budget deficit increases, so do long- 
term interest rates. The CBO has now 
projected we will see a $400 billion def-
icit in 2003, $450 billion if you eliminate 
the impact Social Security trust fund 
surpluses have had on the budget, and 
over $650 billion in fiscal year 2004. We 
expect to add $1.3 trillion of additional 
debt, not to mention the higher in-
creases in interest rates that everyone 
will be forced to pay, offsetting what-
ever marginal value to most working 
families the tax cuts have had now 
over the course of the last 2 years. 

I spent the bulk of my time talking 
to South Dakotans about health insur-
ance. As I do my travels each year, 
normally it is to listen to others. It is 
my home. In so doing, I have the oppor-
tunity to listen to South Dakotans ex-
press themselves on whatever issues 
may be of interest and concern to them 
and I can come back with a better un-
derstanding as we consider the issues 
in the Senate. 

This year I asked more questions 
about health care, talked a good deal 
about health insurance to South Dako-
tans. We have over 100,000 of over 
700,000 South Dakotans who at some 
point through the year do not have 
health insurance. 

I was at a barbecue early in August 
talking to a number of South Dakotans 
about the issues and about health care 
in particular. There must have been 300 
or 400 people there. After I spoke, 
about half of them, I suppose, lined up 
to say hello. It took a couple of hours 
to say hello to those who had come. As 
I said my final farewell to the last per-
son who had waited in line, I noticed 
over on a park bench there was an 
older man—older; I would say probably 
in his early seventies—who had waited 
all this time just to talk to me. He told 
me what had happened in his own cir-
cumstances. He said he and his wife 
had saved over $350,000 over their en-
tire lives. About 6 months ago, his wife 
learned she had terminal cancer. She 
was too young for Medicare so they 
began spending their savings. They 
spent $200,000 and John’s wife finally 
told him: ‘‘I would rather die than have 
you spend the final $150,000. Let me 
die.’’ She did. 

That was my first story that I recall, 
over a month of stories. I talked to 
Florence, who lives in Sioux Falls, SD. 
She drives all the way. She is 72 as 
well—early seventies. I can’t recall 
now if it is 72 or 73. She just got a job 
about a month ago because she can’t 
afford the $400 she pays every month 
for prescription drugs. Every 3 months 
she goes to Canada because she can’t 
afford to buy them in the United 
States. She saves $300 every 3 months 
on that trip to Canada. She is a woman 
who now has been forced to go back to 
work at her age, just to pay for the 
drugs she needs. 

I talked to Alicia at the Brown Coun-
ty Fair. Alicia has diabetes, juvenile 
diabetes. She was just kicked off her 
family’s insurance rolls because she is 
now over 18. She doesn’t have insur-
ance and can’t get it because the insur-
ance companies won’t sign her up. She 
asked them what to do. They said: Go 
look for a job where they have group 
health insurance. Alicia broke down 
when she was telling me she hasn’t 
taken the diabetes medication as regu-
larly as she should because she can’t 
afford it. 

I could take the rest of the afternoon 
talking about the stories I heard, about 
the crisis we face in health care today. 
I don’t know about you, but when you 
are out there, outside of this town, and 
you are allowed to clear your mind, 
you wonder, with the positions we hold, 
how it is that year after year, session 
after session, these problems go by and 
in most cases continue to worsen. We 
come back and it just seems business 
as usual. 

I don’t know how we solve the health 
care problem. But I must say I think it 
is the most pressing, most serious, 
most vexing, most troubling problem 
that most South Dakota families face, 
at least. All I had to do was ask the 
first question, and one after another 
came forward with their own night-
mare about the crisis that they or 
their family are facing. 

So I learned a lot. I think I am far 
more aware today of the extraordinary 
problems and complications our South 
Dakota families are facing, but none 
like what they are facing with health 
care. We have to do something. 

Our first opportunity of course is to 
deal with this Medicare prescription 
drug benefit. We are going to redouble 
our efforts to see if we can find some 
solution, but I will say I am very con-
cerned and troubled by the lack of 
progress we made at the staff level in 
the month of August. There is a lot of 
work that needs to be done. 

I will continue to go home of course 
and talk to South Dakotans. I will al-
ways remember the conversations and 
the willingness on the part of so many 
to open up, to share their private sto-
ries, to share their nightmares, to 
plead with me that Congress do some-
thing to address those concerns. 
Whether it is John, Florence or Alicia, 
they are watching, they are waiting, 
and they are hoping. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to speak for 15 
minutes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

STEEL TARIFFS 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, the 

distinguished majority leader has 
talked about jobs. Most of us in August 
talked to constituents who were talk-
ing about jobs. The President of the 
United States yesterday, in a Labor 
Day speech in Ohio, talked about jobs, 
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and specifically manufacturing jobs. As 
he usually is, he was very straight-
forward about what is going on in our 
country. He said the economy is get-
ting better, and I will give him some 
credit for that. He also said the jobs 
aren’t coming along as fast as he would 
like. He pledged to work harder on 
that. He talked about appointing a sort 
of manufacturing job czar in the Com-
merce Department, which I would wel-
come. 

Over the past several weeks, the ad-
ministration has held 19 different 
round tables with manufacturers in 
this country to try to understand from 
them what Government policies could 
be that would make it easier for us to 
keep our manufacturing jobs. 

I believe the President focused yes-
terday in his Labor Day speech on per-
haps the greatest economic challenge 
we have before us in these very fortu-
nate United States of America, and 
that is, how do we keep our manufac-
turing jobs from going overseas over 
the next 10 years as we participate in a 
global marketplace. We faced that be-
fore, with Japan, 20 years ago. I can 
still remember how everybody thought 
Japan was going to drown us, and they 
didn’t. Now we are faced with China as 
well as others. China is bigger—not as 
prosperous as Japan, but bigger. We 
have a terrific challenge in how do we 
keep our manufacturing jobs from 
moving overseas. 

On September 15, Commerce Sec-
retary Don Evans is expected to an-
nounce more about President Bush’s 
plan to save manufacturing jobs and to 
keep them from going overseas. The 
Secretary is scheduled to speak in De-
troit on September 15. I have a respect-
ful suggestion for what Secretary 
Evans might say in his speech in De-
troit on September 15 about saving 
manufacturing jobs. 

He will be there at the home of the 
American automobile industry, and I 
believe the most helpful thing he could 
say for the working men and women of 
America, especially in the automobile 
industry, is that we will end the steel 
tariffs now. 

I don’t want to simplify this. Ending 
the steel tariffs that were imposed in 
March of 2002 will not by itself stem 
the loss of manufacturing jobs in the 
United States of America. Manufac-
turing jobs have been going away from 
our country for a number of years. 
They were going away a long time be-
fore President Bush became President. 

Manufacturing jobs have been leav-
ing for a variety of reasons. The first is 
we have become more productive. 
When the Saturn and Nissan auto-
mobile plant came to Tennessee, they 
employed 5,000, 6,000, 7,000 people at 
very good paying jobs. But if those 
plants were being built today, instead 
of employing 5,000 or 6,000 or 7,000 peo-
ple, they would have to employ 25,000 
or 30,000 people to make the same num-
ber of cars. So we are still doing plenty 
of manufacturing in America as well as 
in Tennessee. We are just not hiring as 

many people to do it because we are so 
much more productive. 

Then there are other reasons manu-
facturing jobs are under pressure. The 
Chinese currency is too low. Secretary 
Snow was in China today, working on 
that problem—we hope with some re-
sults. 

Another reason we have difficulty 
with our manufacturing jobs is that 
our international intellectual rights 
and copyrights aren’t being respected 
or protected. 

Then the other reason, which every 
manufacturer in America knows, is 
cost. Every American manufacturer 
lives on the edge. It is always a battle 
with costs. If some unexpected cost 
comes along, the manufacturer cuts 
one or two jobs in order to stay in glob-
al competition. If too many costs come 
along, they go out of business or move 
their plants overseas. 

What are those costs? The cost of 
labor, the cost of health care, the cost 
of environmental control, the costs of 
runaway lawsuits. All of these costs 
are the costs we hear about as we talk 
to men and women who are manufac-
turing in America. 

But the cost I want to talk about 
today is a new cost that was added in 
March 2002 to manufacturers all across 
America, and that is the cost of the 
steel tariff. The President decided in 
that month, March 2002, to impose a 
tariff of up to 30 percent on imported 
steel, including hot- and cold-rolled 
steel, the kind used to make cars and 
trucks in our country. The idea was a 
noble one and a well-intentioned one. 
It is hard to argue with it. The idea 
was to protect steel-producing jobs, of 
which there are about 12,000 in Michi-
gan where Secretary Evans will be 
making his address on September 15. 
The trouble is the steel tariff has been 
destroying steel-consuming jobs of 
which there are nearly 800,000 in Michi-
gan, including 300,000 at auto assembly 
or auto supplier plants. 

Let me do that math again. 
In Michigan, there are about 12,000 

steel-producing jobs, about 800,000 
steel-consuming jobs, and 300,000 of 
them are in the auto industry. This is 
true all across America. There are 
nearly 13 million steel-consuming jobs, 
2.1 million of which are automobile-re-
lated jobs. But the United States has 
only a fraction of that number in steel- 
producing jobs—about 230,000 steel-pro-
ducing jobs. Even West Virginia and 
Pennsylvania combined have at least 10 
times as many steel-consuming jobs as 
steel-producing jobs. 

On top of all of this, the World Trade 
Organization has ruled that the steel 
tariffs imposed in March of 2002 are in 
violation of the global trade rule. As a 
result, the European Union has an-
nounced its intention to impose $2.2 
billion in retaliatory sanctions on 
American imports sold in Europe, from 
footwear to fruits and vegetables. 
These sanctions will destroy yet an-
other batch of American jobs. 

Here is the sad story of the steel tar-
iff. 

In 2002, the automobile industry was 
purchasing only about 5 percent of its 
steel from overseas. But as soon as the 
steel tariff was placed on, it imported 5 
percent, and 95 percent of steel pro-
duced in our country also raised prices. 
Suddenly, auto parts suppliers and 
other steel-consuming businesses, such 
as microwave oven makers, as an ex-
ample, were paying up to 30 percent 
more for steel, which is sometimes 
their most important raw material. 

Because auto suppliers couldn’t raise 
prices to cover costs, they suffered 
losses and began to lay off employees. 
In a few instances, whole plants closed. 
Jobs began to move overseas where 
parts suppliers pay a global price for 
steel. These parts can be made in 
South Korea, in Germany, in Mexico, 
in Canada, and all around the world. 
They don’t have to be made in Michi-
gan and Tennessee. 

Let me put this in a little more per-
sonal terms. In my first year as Gov-
ernor of Tennessee—1979, nearly 25 
years ago—our State was the third 
poorest in the country at 80 percent of 
national average family income. In 
some counties at that time, about one- 
third of our manufacturing jobs were in 
the textile mills. Tennessee at that 
time was making no cars and no 
trucks, and we had only about 2 dozen 
auto suppliers. Then the auto industry 
began to move south—not just into our 
State but all around us. Tennessee be-
came the fourth largest maker of cars 
and trucks. Nine hundred auto parts 
suppliers followed with better paying 
auto jobs. These are jobs that are 
$30,000, $40,000, or $50,000 a year, replac-
ing low-paying textile jobs. Our fami-
lies’ incomes grew faster than any fam-
ily incomes in America. They jumped 
to almost 100 percent of the national 
average family income by 1990. 

Today, one-third—or at least 100,000— 
of all Tennessee’s manufacturing jobs 
are automotive jobs. These are the 
good jobs that we are glad to have. 

On January 21, 2003, ArvinMeritor 
closed its sunroof and seat plant in 
Gordonsville eliminating 317 of these 
good-paying jobs. It reduced by 100 the 
jobs at its Pulaski plant. It did this be-
cause after the tariffs its steel prices 
rose between 13 and 40 percent. 

That is not all. The Dana Corpora-
tion, which employs 3,000 Tennesseans 
making axles and brakes, watched its 
steel prices increase 20 to 50 percent 
since the tariff. 

The Dura Corporation, which em-
ploys 176 at five facilities in my State, 
was purchasing all of its steel from 
United States producers when the tar-
iff was imposed in March of 2002. As a 
result of the tariff, Dura lost money in 
2002 and is considering moving to over-
seas production which is very bad news 
for 765 Tennessee families in Gordons-
ville, Greenbriar, Lawrenceburg, 
Milan, and Pikeville. 

I ran for the Senate last year to sup-
port President Bush, and I have proud-
ly done that. I think he is on the right 
track with our economy. I believe our 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:04 Jan 14, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 E:\2003SENATE\S02SE3.REC S02SE3m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES10962 September 2, 2003 
economy is beginning to move after a 
series of blows that no other economy 
in the world could have withstood. I 
support this President. But I also said 
in my campaign last year that I believe 
the steel tariff was bad for Tennessee 
and bad for American working fami-
lies, and I still believe that. 

This fall the President will have an 
opportunity to review his decision to 
impose the steel tariffs. Shortly after 
Secretary Evans’ speech in Detroit on 
September 15, the International Trade 
Commission will report on what the 
consequences of the tariffs have been. 
This is a welcome opportunity for the 
President to make a mid-course correc-
tion. I hope that he will decide he has 
made a good-faith effort to save steel 
jobs, but that the effort has lost almost 
as many steel-consuming jobs as exist 
in the steel-producing industry in the 
United States. That it is the wrong pol-
icy, and that the right thing to do is to 
end the steel tariffs. The best thing 
Secretary Evans could do in his Sep-
tember 15 Detroit speech is to an-
nounce the President has decided to 
save thousands of jobs for working men 
and women in Michigan, in Tennessee, 
in America, in the automobile industry 
and in other steel-consuming plants by 
ending the steel tariffs. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ALEXANDER). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I think we 
need to have clear what numbers we 
are working with here. My friend—and 
I consider him a friend—the distin-
guished senior Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, the comanager of this bill, has 
spoken about the good things that have 
happened by virtue of the President of 
the United States, George Bush, and 
his requests for additional moneys for 
education. 

But very seriously, that has to be 
tongue in cheek because the President 
has requested almost nothing as it re-
lates to education. The Presiding Offi-
cer has not only been a distinguished 
Governor but also the Secretary of 
Education. I would ask that he and 
others look at what we are dealing 
with here. For example, in fiscal year 
2003, the President of the United States 
requested an increase of $.4 billion. In 
the previous year, he requested $2.3 bil-
lion. 

The increases that have come that 
my friend from Pennsylvania has spo-
ken about have come as a result of 
pressure placed on this President, this 
administration, this Congress, by 
Democrats. As a result of that, we have 
gotten an extra $8.2 billion. All you 
have to do is look at what this Presi-
dent has requested. This isn’t some 

kind of mathematical genius who 
comes up with these numbers. 

In black and white, you see what the 
President requested. Those requests 
were an increase for fiscal year 2002 of 
$2.3 billion; for fiscal year 2003, $400 
million. Fact. But as a result of work 
we have done here we were able to 
squeeze out additional moneys, an ad-
ditional $8.2 billion. In fact, even for 
those we had to fight the administra-
tion. 

Now, for fiscal year 2004, the Presi-
dent of the United States has requested 
$26 million for education. That is .05 
percent over fiscal year 2003. And those 
fiscal year 2003 moneys were moneys 
that we forced upon the President. It is 
a .05-percent increase when States such 
as the State of Nevada are struggling 
for money, at a time when schools are 
struggling to meet the mandates of the 
No Child Left Behind Act. But what 
this President is doing is leaving lots 
of children behind. 

So let’s not talk about, on this Sen-
ate floor, the increases that President 
Bush has obtained on leaving no child 
behind. We have obtained $8.2 billion 
more than he has requested, and we 
had to struggle to do that. 

I repeat, this year, the President re-
quested $26 million, a .05-percent in-
crease over fiscal year 2003. For fiscal 
year 2004, he has asked for $.4 billion. 
Now, we were able to do a lot more 
than what he requested, and the chil-
dren of America should thank us every 
day for doing that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, are we 
in a quorum call? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would 

like to comment for a few minutes on 
an issue that I think is part of the ap-
propriations bill before us and cer-
tainly one of the real issues that all of 
us are concerned about and that is 
health care and how we begin to deliver 
health care in a way that is more 
workable than what we have had in the 
past. 

The Senator from South Dakota has 
spoken for a moment or two about 
health care in his State. Of course, Wy-
oming and South Dakota are rural 
States, and there are some unique 
things about the delivery of rural 
health care. But I think more than 
anything, we do have a situation with 
health care that has to do with access. 
It has to do with the availability of 
services wherever we are in the coun-
try. And it is becoming more and more 
evident that access is also a function of 
being able to afford those services. We 
find generally that it is becoming more 
and more difficult for most Americans 
to afford the services that are there, 
and therefore they are not as accessible 
or available as we would like them to 
be. 

Clearly, it is one of the most difficult 
issues we have before us. It is a com-
plex issue. If you can afford a Cadillac, 
that is fine. I live with a Ford, and we 

are happy about that. But we all want 
‘‘Cadillac’’ health service. I understand 
that. Most of us live, in many ways, in 
the market as to what we can afford, 
but health care has more demands be-
cause we all have problems with our 
health and it is very costly to deal 
with that. 

We talk about the issue a great deal, 
as we should, but, frankly, I think it is 
time for us to talk a little more about 
solutions than we do about the prob-
lem. And we have tried to do that. 

During the last month in Wyoming, I 
held a seminar on health care, particu-
larly rural health care, because we are 
a rural area of the country. We asked 
the people on the panels, who were 
very good, by the way, to talk about 
solutions, to talk about the problem, 
which, of course, we have talked about 
a number of times. 

Now, what do we do about it? That is 
a challenge and one with which I think 
all of us need to deal. Some of the 
areas we spoke about, that I think we 
need to talk about, are, first of all, the 
Federal programs. A good many people 
in this country, although fewer than 
you normally think—I think in Wyo-
ming about 13, less than 14 percent of 
Wyoming citizens are enrolled in Medi-
care. Sometimes it seems as if it would 
be higher than that but, nevertheless, 
it is a sizable amount. In addition to 
that, of course, the Federal Govern-
ment has Medicaid. We have the kids 
program and others. 

So the Federal program is a substan-
tial part of our health care. Some of 
the things we need to do there are to 
have programs that do pay the costs. I 
know we have to have some limits. I 
know it is easy to have things happen 
in the delivery of health care which we 
have to guard against so we do not 
waste money. But the point is, if proce-
dures cost a certain amount, then the 
Federal Government programs need to 
pay substantially what that amount is. 
Otherwise those of us who have private 
insurance have to pick up the cost, or 
the lack of it, that is paid for by Gov-
ernment programs and, of course, the 
uninsured. So we have that problem. 

We have been working on and I have 
enjoyed being chairman of the rural 
health caucus, and I have been joined 
by many people. It is interesting, in 
the West when we talk about endan-
gered species or public lands, you have 
the support of about eight or nine 
States that are involved. When you 
talk about rural health care, every 
State has some rural areas with rural 
health care needs. I think New York 
has some of the most rural areas. 

So we have made some progress. But 
what we have found is that basically 
rural hospitals, rural health care clin-
ics, and so on, have not been paid 
equally with urban facilities. There is 
no equality there. Well, we say, my 
gosh, that is because the costs of living 
in a city are more than in a rural area. 
I think the fact is that to provide 
health care in low numbers, low vol-
umes, perhaps is more expensive than 
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providing it where there is high vol-
ume. 

All of us want the best care so we 
want the expensive equipment, much of 
which now has become very much a 
part of medicine. It costs millions of 
dollars. But if there are not very many 
people using it, then the cost per user 
is much higher. So we have made some 
success in looking for some equity. 

By the way, the large movement in 
that direction is in the Medicare bill 
that is now in the conference com-
mittee. We hope it will stay there and 
come out of there. 

A very large percent, almost half, of 
Medicare money is spent on a very 
small percent of the patients. They are 
the ones, of course, who have chronic 
diseases. They are the ones seriously 
ill. We have not had enough emphasis 
on seeking to treat people before and 
to avoid some of the illnesses that are 
so expensive. 

Those are some of the problems we 
have. We are beginning to have more 
and more problems with the service 
personnel, the number of nurses. There 
are shortages almost over the whole 
country. Part of that, I suppose, is the 
difficulty in training, not so much the 
capacity of the universities and the 
schools that do it but apparently a dif-
ficult time in having instructors who 
are available to do the costs on Medi-
care. If that is the case, in a market 
system where you have a shortage of 
something that is resulting in less vol-
ume, you do something about it. You 
change it so you can create that vol-
ume. We need to be doing that. 

Another reason, one of the ladies 
stood up—she was chairman of the hos-
pital board—and said, it isn’t so much 
the training. The job is not very at-
tractive because of the hours, because 
of the time that has to be spent, be-
cause of the atmosphere, and those 
kinds of things. Lots of nurses who are 
trained are not doing nursing care, 
partly because the wages are too low. 
These apparently are some of the prob-
lems that exist there. 

The same is becoming more true with 
physicians. At least in some of our 
States, the cost, for instance, for 
health care liability insurance has got-
ten so expensive that we have people, 
OBs, who are no longer practicing in 
the area. Many times they were the 
only OB/GYN in the area. But when 
their costs for liability insurance get 
up to $55,000, $65,000, $75,000, as much as 
$100,000 a year, they say: I am not 
going to do that anymore. They either 
don’t practice that particular proce-
dure or they drop out entirely. 

Of course, in our State the average 
age of physicians is fairly up there, fif-
ties and so on. These folks are going to 
be retiring. So that is one of the prob-
lems we have, ways to do that. 

Certainly another that is difficult is 
the uninsured. We have millions of peo-
ple in this country who are uninsured. 
Well, they probably don’t get as much 
treatment as if they were insured but 
they get treated. They go to emergency 

rooms. They go to public health facili-
ties and they are treated. They are un-
able to pay the costs or are unwilling 
to pay the costs. So those who have in-
surance end up paying the cost. You 
also have an insufficient amount of 
health care for people who are unin-
sured. I suppose young people, all kinds 
of people, simply can’t afford it. 

We had a rancher testify that for his 
family it costs $12,000 a year for health 
insurance. That is tough. In town 
meetings we had some time ago, that is 
the issue that came up most often—the 
cost of health insurance. 

Obviously, there is a relationship be-
tween the cost of health care and 
health insurance. Nevertheless, that is 
what people see, the health insurance 
costs. That is part of the problem we 
need to resolve. 

Pharmaceuticals and drugs, of 
course, have become a very high per-
centage of the increase, and particu-
larly if combined with the new equip-
ment, and so on. We are dealing with 
that now for Medicare. I hope we will 
come up with something for Medicare. 

We also have to deal with the costs 
for everyone else, whether there is 
overutilization, whether we ought to be 
using more generics, whether there is 
too much advertising going on, what-
ever. There is a problem there that we 
need to resolve. 

These are some of the areas with 
which we have to deal. Certainly, 
again, the Senator from South Dakota 
saying that that is what he heard the 
most about, I think for most of us, 
when we go to town meetings, that is 
what we hear the most about. All we 
hear about are the problems. I think it 
is up to us to work with the profes-
sionals, to work with others. We have 
an opportunity to do something about 
the liability costs. I don’t know wheth-
er we can do it. Some will say that 
isn’t going to solve the problem. Cer-
tainly it isn’t going to solve all the 
problems but it is an opportunity to 
solve a part of the problem. There is 
evidence that it does by those States 
that have done something about lim-
iting the noneconomic damages. 

There is a great challenge here and a 
great opportunity to do some things. 
Part of it will be right here with this 
appropriations bill. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAPO). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

HIV/AIDS IN AFRICA 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I re-

turned this past Friday from a 10-day 
trip to southern Africa with Majority 
Leader BILL FRIST as well as Senator 
WARNER, Senator ENZI, Senator COLE-
MAN, and Senator ALEXANDER. We trav-

eled to South Africa, Mozambique, Bot-
swana, and Namibia. We traveled there 
to assess each of the HIV/AIDS crises 
in these countries. We wanted to see 
where things are now and where we 
need to go in the future to help them 
deal with the terrible crisis they face. 

The fact is we are in a critical stage 
in this attempt to help them and other 
countries fight this global AIDS battle. 
We passed the global AIDS authorizing 
legislation a few months ago and short-
ly we will pass the appropriations bill 
to fund these programs. As we start to 
plan how to spend this significant 
amount of money, we are now at a crit-
ical stage. We are at a critical stage 
because it is so very important that 
this be done right, that it be done cor-
rectly, and that it be done quickly, be-
cause millions of lives are at stake. 

All four countries we visited have, of 
course, been designated by the Presi-
dent and now by Congress to be recipi-
ents of our global AIDS assistance. So 
these Members of the Senate wanted to 
find out how we could most effectively 
and efficiently give this assistance to 
these nations, how we could make sure 
our money would be well spent. In 
doing so, we wanted to know specifi-
cally what these countries’ respective 
governments were doing. We wanted to 
know what the nongovernment organi-
zations, the NGOs as they are referred 
to, are currently doing; what the 
church groups—we refer to them as 
faith-based groups—are doing; and 
what the businesses, the private sector 
groups, are doing as well. 

We wanted to know what was the 
state of the health infrastructure, the 
public health sector in each of these 
countries. We also wanted to assess 
where our own Government was. We 
wanted to talk to our embassy officials 
and see how their planning was coming 
along. 

Finally, and certainly most impor-
tant, we wanted to ask the leaders of 
these countries—we wanted to talk to 
their health professionals and social 
workers, actually the people out in the 
field in these nations—what their needs 
were, what they thought they needed. 
We asked them: What do you need from 
us? What can we do to help you do your 
job to help save lives? We went to the 
very people who every single day watch 
the AIDS victims die—the people who 
try desperately to treat, to help, and to 
save them, and the people who try to 
prevent people from coming down with 
AIDS. 

We have some answers. 
The spread of HIV/AIDS in poor coun-

tries is, as we know, rampant. It is a 
grave human tragedy. When it comes 
to the HIV/AIDS crisis, the sheer num-
bers are staggering. We can’t let these 
numbers numb us. We have to keep re-
minding ourselves that these are sta-
tistics; that behind each one of these 
statistics are human beings; and that 
these statistics represent real people, 
real mothers, real fathers, children and 
babies. These are real people and real 
lives. 
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The statistics are unbelievable. In 

South Africa, 5 million people are HIV 
positive. In Mozambique, 13 percent of 
the people have HIV or AIDS. The dis-
ease has created by some estimates 
370,000 to 425,000 orphans, and by the 
year 2010, it is estimated that in Mo-
zambique the life expectancy is esti-
mated to plummet to only 39 years. 
There are only 524 doctors in the whole 
country, a country of 18.6 million peo-
ple. 

In Botswana, a nation of 1.7 million 
people, there is a 38.8-percent HIV rate 
among those between the ages of 15 and 
49. It is a staggering figure. There are 
330,000 people, it is estimated, HIV 
positive, and 18 percent of the deaths in 
that country are the result of AIDS. 
Thirty-five percent of pregnant women 
are HIV positive. By the year 2010, it is 
projected that the life expectancy rate 
will be 31.6 years, if nothing is changed, 
if the situation is not changed, and if 
there is no intervention. 

The next country we visited was Na-
mibia, a nation of 1.8 million people. 
Twenty-two percent of the adult popu-
lation has AIDS or are HIV positive. 
Twenty-three percent of pregnant 
mothers are HIV positive. By the year 
2010, the life expectancy rate is ex-
pected to be 39.6 years of age. 

We know the statistics. We certainly 
can learn from them. We can see the 
victims and we can talk to them and 
talk to those who care for them. We 
can do all of these things and still not 
comprehend the gravity of this human 
tragedy. 

One of Africa’s great leaders is Graca 
Machel, a woman we met within Mo-
zambique. We had a delightful meeting 
with her for over an hour. She is one of 
the most articulate persons I have ever 
met with in my life. When we met with 
her in Mozambique, she was talking 
about a country that she loves so well. 
This is what she said: 

I can know the statistics, but I don’t really 
understand what it means to have 13 percent 
of my people HIV positive * * *. [Our coun-
tries] are facing extinction * * * and we still 
face the worst. 

The mind cannot comprehend the 
gravity of this tragedy. This certainly 
was for me, and I am sure for all of my 
colleagues, a deeply troubling, gut- 
wrenching trip. But it was a very pro-
ductive trip. 

We were accompanied on the trip by 
President Bush’s AIDS adviser, Dr. Jo-
seph O’Neal. His experience and his ex-
pertise proved invaluable to us on our 
trip. Our ability to talk with him, 
share ideas, go back and forth and com-
pare notes of what we had seen was 
very valuable. 

Each one of us on the trip, I am sure, 
has come back with different impres-
sions but with a lot of the same im-
pressions. This afternoon I would like 
to take a few minutes to share with my 
colleagues some of my thoughts. They 
are, of course, my thoughts and my 
thoughts alone. I would guess that 
there will be a lot of similarities be-
tween my thoughts and other col-

leagues’. But these are mine. These are 
my impressions and my thoughts from 
this trip to Africa. 

First, time is clearly not on our side. 
It is not on the side of victims in Afri-
ca nor on the side of victims of these 
four countries. We don’t have time. We 
don’t have much time. We don’t have 
time to wait. Facing this global AIDS 
crisis cannot be business as usual. It 
cannot be bureaucracy as usual. We 
cannot treat this crisis the same way 
we have done with others. We don’t 
have the luxury of time. For each mo-
ment that we delay, obviously people 
die. People are dying as we speak 
today. They die every moment. 

We saw groups in each country, and 
organizations and individuals, that are 
ready now to receive our money and 
our assistance and our help and who 
are ready to go into action to deal with 
the problem. We need to get them the 
money and allow them to get about the 
business of saving lives. That is good 
news. And it was heartwarming to talk 
to them, to see them. 

These are groups that have a proven 
track record. These are groups that are 
already doing good work. We just need 
to give them more resources so they 
can expand what they are already 
doing. 

Mr. President, Members of the Sen-
ate, as we do this, we cannot be timid. 
Quite frankly, we need to take chances. 
We need to be willing to say that once 
in a while we will fail with some of 
these groups, so we need to say to our 
own bureaucracy: Do not be afraid of 
failure. There will be some failures. 
There will be some foul-ups. But we 
need to move forward. Lives are at 
stake. And we will hold you—those of 
us in the Congress—accountable for 
being timid. Do not be timid. Move for-
ward. 

We need to find these groups that can 
move forward. We saw many of them 
on our trip. We need to find these 
groups, these individuals. We need to 
fund them, and we need to move on. 

For example, Dr. Donny McGrath, 
who is with the Africa Centre, is ready 
to go. He has a plan for a 5-year pro-
gram to establish a model HIV/AIDS 
treatment prevention program in a 
rural part of South Africa. He has the 
structural support necessary to pull off 
this program that could deliver and 
will deliver care and treatment to this 
remote area. We met with him. I think 
everyone was impressed. And he has 
the structure of the Africa Centre be-
hind him. 

Dr. Tammy Meyers, we met with her. 
She would like to begin providing 
treatment for children with AIDS out 
of South Africa’s biggest hospital in 
Johannesburg. We were told actually it 
is the biggest hospital in the world. 
The tragedy is, today they are not— 
with the exception of a handful of 
kids—giving kids treatment because 
they do not have the resources to do it. 
We are told that in the area of Johan-
nesburg, South Africa, there are 6,000 
or 7,000 children who right today are 

dying, children who should be on treat-
ment for HIV, children who have AIDS, 
who could be receiving treatment but 
yet cannot get these drugs. Dr. Tammy 
Meyers would like to move forward. We 
need to get her that help. We need to 
give that hospital that help. 

The Salvation Army is also doing 
great work in many of these countries. 
We were so impressed when we went 
into a Salvation Army orphanage that 
was providing drug treatment for chil-
dren they had under their charge in 
that orphanage. As an organization, 
the Salvation Army has a proven track 
record. As I said, they are involved in 
many of the countries in the world 
where HIV is a problem, where AIDS is 
running rampant. We need to say to 
groups such as the Salvation Army, 
who have a proven track record: Tell us 
what you need. What are the resources 
you need? Tell us what you can do. 
Let’s work together. Let’s save lives. 

So there are many things we can do, 
and we can do quickly, and we need to 
do it. We need to save lives. 

Second, in all four nations we visited, 
when we asked what the No. 1 need 
was, almost invariably, no matter who 
we asked, the answer we got back was: 
We need training. From the doctors to 
the nurses, when we talked to people 
who were delivering services right 
down at the grassroots level, people 
pled with us: Give us more training. 
Train our doctors. Train our nurses. 
Help us. 

The fact is, AIDS treatment and pre-
vention is a specialized field of medical 
care. We need to put more and more 
specialists in place, doctors who can 
train other doctors to fight this disease 
and provide treatment. 

Now, I do not have all the answers as 
to how to do this, but we need to think 
about it. And as we do the things we 
can do quickly and relatively easy—as 
I said before, plug into the existing 
groups, the existing organizations that 
are ready to go right now—at the same 
time, we have to look at what we do in 
the long run over the next year, 2 
years, 3 years, 4 years to deal with this 
crisis, to answer the call of these coun-
tries when people say: We need doctors, 
specialists. We need the training. 

So we need to develop a cadre of doc-
tors. Do we use our Peace Corps? 
Maybe we use our Peace Corps to do 
this. Maybe we use the U.S. Public 
Health Service Corps, revamp it in 
some way to do this. Maybe what we do 
is take residents, when they finish 
their residency in this country, and 
work out some way so that it is advan-
tageous to them to interrupt their ca-
reer, in a sense—or really maybe a bet-
ter way of looking at it is enhancing 
their career—and give them the oppor-
tunity to go and spend a few years 
working in these African countries, 
specializing in this area, taking that 
specialization then and training doc-
tors in these countries—the multiplier 
effect—so that these countries will 
then have trained specialists of their 
own who will stay in their countries 
and we will help save lives. 
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That is the type of multiplication 

and training of doctors we are going to 
have to think through and figure out 
over the long run as to how we are 
going to help them answer that call 
that we heard time and time again: 
How are we going to get the training? 
That is the long run. 

No. 3, clean water. On our trip it be-
came very clear just how essential 
clean water is to fighting AIDS, and 
also it is essential just to save lives. It 
is essential to keeping young children 
alive worldwide. Some 60 percent of all 
infant mortality worldwide is linked to 
infectious and parasitic diseases, most 
of them water related. Furthermore, 
diseases from dirty water are killing 
more than 5 million people each year— 
that is one figure, and I think other es-
timates, frankly, are much higher than 
that—while an additional several bil-
lion people get sick from unclean water 
each year. 

In just one country, Mozambique, for 
example, diarrheal diseases are the 
third largest cause of death in children 
under 5 years of age. That is the equiv-
alent of 55 deaths per day. Potable 
water is accessible to only 26 percent of 
the rural population in Mozambique. 
Imagine that. Get outside the city, and 
only one in four of the population has 
good water, and only 40 percent of the 
urban population in Mozambique. 

The reality is that we cannot effec-
tively treat and fight AIDS without 
clean water supplies. In impoverished 
nations, up to 90 percent of AIDS pa-
tients suffer from chronic diarrheal 
diseases, which contribute to an in-
crease in these deaths. One of the com-
plications of AIDS is the development 
of thrush, which can be alleviated by 
drinking sufficient quantities of water. 
Caregivers need to be able to wash 
their hands before and after caring for 
an infected person. Mothers infected 
with HIV/AIDS may choose to use for-
mula to feed their infant children and 
would need clean water to mix formula. 

Providing access to clean water is 
about the most cost-effective use of our 
AIDS money because it would provide a 
double benefit. Digging wells in a vil-
lage provides the whole village with 
clean water, not just those stricken 
with HIV or AIDS. 

Providing clean water is a cheap 
thing to do, and good groups are al-
ready doing it. We saw some of those 
groups during our trip. For example, 
Lifewater International, a group that 
we saw, is a partnership of U.S.-based 
organizations working globally to im-
prove drinking water supplies, hygiene, 
and sanitation in Third World nations. 
They are making a difference, and they 
can do more if we just give them the 
resources they need. This is a simple 
and cost-effective strategy, and it is 
the right thing to do. There are groups 
such as this all over the world. All we 
need to do is to take some of these re-
sources, plug into these groups, let 
them multiply already what they are 
doing, and we will save hundreds of 
thousands of lives. 

No. 4 of the thoughts I have: Care for 
the dying. As we focus on saving and 
prolonging lives, we must not forget 
the millions who, despite our best ef-
forts, will surely die. Precious little is 
being done to help them die with dig-
nity. We talked with people who deal 
with these individuals. We talked with 
people who see them die. We talked 
with people who watch them die every 
day. Those people whose job it is to 
deal with the dying looked us in the 
eye and pled with us; they said: Give us 
the tools, the drugs to allow these peo-
ple who are dying not to suffer so much 
and to die with dignity. 

The global AIDS bill we passed this 
May allows us to do this. There are 
groups out there ready to help, groups 
capable of helping. We should give 
them the ability to help the suffering 
and to help the dying. 

No. 5, let me just talk for a moment 
about government attitude and polit-
ical leadership in regard to the issue of 
AIDS. We visited four countries. The 
governments of Namibia, Mozambique, 
and Botswana are all fully engaged in 
this struggle against AIDS. That polit-
ical leadership is essential in the battle 
against AIDS. We can only hope the re-
cent public statement by the fourth 
country, South Africa, in favor of the 
use of antiretroviral drugs will be fol-
lowed by an aggressive government at-
tack on the problem. 

For those who have not followed this, 
this is a change in policy. The govern-
ment in the past had not embraced the 
use of antiretroviral drugs to treat the 
AIDS problem. So this has been a 
change. We can only hope this is a pro-
found change. We can only hope the 
Government of South Africa will now 
become much more aggressive in this 
endeavor. 

Some local units of government from 
South Africa have been aggressive, but 
unfortunately the tragedy is the cen-
tral government has not been as ag-
gressive. And while we talked to many 
people in South Africa who are doing 
wonderful things, unfortunately there 
are some people in the South African 
Government who still would appear to 
be in a form of denial about this prob-
lem. It would appear that progress is 
being made. We would hope progress 
will continue to be made. 

The sixth point I would like to make 
is the killing power of stigma. We can-
not underestimate the killing power of 
stigma, people’s feelings of shame and 
disgrace with this disease. Stigma 
kills. Stigma prevents pregnant women 
from getting tested for HIV/AIDS. Stig-
ma prevents people from getting treat-
ment. Stigma prevents us from dealing 
with this crisis head on. There is tre-
mendous denial. People hide the fact 
they are sick, even if that means risk-
ing their lives or even if it means risk-
ing the lives of their unborn children. 

On our trip we heard doctors speak of 
women with AIDS who were told they 
could take drugs that might prevent 
their child who was about to be born 
from testing HIV-positive, drugs that 

could reduce the odds of the children 
being born with AIDS by 50 percent. 
Yet despite hearing this news, we heard 
about some women who left the clinic 
never to return because of the stigma 
attached to having AIDS, never to re-
turn because of the ridicule their hus-
bands, their family might inflict upon 
them. That is a horrible tragedy—a 
stigma so powerful, so powerful these 
women would risk the lives of their un-
born children, something it is hard for 
us to understand. 

I heard a story that was also hard to 
understand. I talked to a doctor in 
South Africa who was intimately in-
volved in drug treatment, who had set 
up a program of drug treatment. He 
told me a story about a woman who 
worked in his house. She had worked 
there for some time. One day she left, 
disappeared. He couldn’t figure out 
where she had gone. The days went on. 
Then the weeks went on. After about 7 
weeks, he decided he was going to go 
look for her. So he got in his car and 
drove to her village. It turned out it 
was a drive of 7 hours. He drove and 
drove and got to her village. When he 
got there and started asking about her, 
he found that she had died the day be-
fore. This is a woman who died from 
AIDS, a woman who died rather than 
acknowledge she had AIDS, who 
worked for a doctor who was treating 
people with AIDS. As the doctor said to 
me: I would have paid for her drugs. I 
would have taken care of her. I would 
have done anything. But she wouldn’t 
tell him. 

That is the power of the stigma that 
is attached to this. It kills people. She 
preferred to die alone, hiding her dis-
ease. 

What is the solution? I don’t know 
that we have a solution, but there are 
some things we know. First, in these 
nations, wherever it occurs, we need to 
educate people, whether it is in this 
country or any other country. We need 
to educate people about AIDS. Second, 
political leaders need to talk openly 
about the disease. Leaders in Botswana 
and Namibia and Mozambique have 
been forthright and up front and open 
to public discussions about the disease. 

Third, we need to have treatment 
available so people have hope. No one 
is going to get tested for HIV/AIDS if 
there is no treatment and you are told 
to just go home and die. As Graca 
Machel said: There is ‘‘no effective pre-
vention without treatment.’’ 

People must be able to see that they 
are getting something themselves. By 
treating people, it offers hope, and it 
offers incentive for more and more peo-
ple to get tested. That, by itself, will 
save lives. That is the reality, Mr. 
President. 

My seventh thought has to do with 
children. In the four nations we visited, 
really we are just barely getting start-
ed in providing treatment for children 
who are HIV positive or who already 
have AIDS. There are—and it is a good 
news story—some mothers-to-children 
transmission preventive programs in 
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the early stages. We have heard from 
people who are very thankful to the 
United States, people who are thankful 
to President Bush, thankful to us and 
our country, about these programs. 
Some of these programs are programs 
we put in place. 

We heard some very good success sto-
ries about many of these programs. 
They show very promising results. 
With these programs and the drugs 
they provide, we are seeing HIV/AIDS 
transmission rates from a mother who 
has AIDS to a child about to be born, 
and then born, drop from 30 percent to 
5 to 10 percent. What do we mean by 
that? Well, the doctors tell us that if a 
mother is HIV positive and she is not 
treated, the odds are approximately 30 
percent that she is going to give birth 
to a child who will be HIV positive. In 
these developing countries, with treat-
ment—and usually a fairly simple 
treatment and it costs about $3—we 
can reduce those numbers to about 5 to 
10 percent. That is a dramatic drop in 
the number of children who would be 
born HIV positive. If given the proper 
medication, the odds go dramatically 
down. 

The challenge, of course, is getting 
these mother-to-child transmission 
programs going and then getting the 
pregnant women into the program. 

We also have to face the challenge of 
treating children who do develop AIDS. 
That is a different ball game, a dif-
ferent problem. Treatment for these 
kids is, as I said when I referenced 
South Africa—and it is true of all the 
other three countries—is virtually non-
existent, just like the treatment for 
adults. 

In Johannesburg, to take one exam-
ple—and you can replicate these num-
bers or use similar numbers across all 
of Africa, or at least all the countries 
where HIV is prevalent—there are 6,000 
to 7,000 kids in need of antiretroviral 
treatment, yet fewer than 100 kids are 
getting any treatment at all. The good 
news is that there are good people in 
the hospitals who are ready now to 
treat these kids. Dr. Tammy Meyers is 
ready now to start a program to pro-
vide drug treatment for these children. 

In conclusion, on this trip we saw the 
human face of Africa. We saw the 
human face of AIDS. I have seen this 
face before in Haiti and Guyana. That 
human face will remain with all of us 
who went on this trip after all the spe-
cific statistics have faded. 

I will always remember Graca 
Machel telling us about her going out 
in the rural area visiting a grandfather 
and his two wives. He is 83 and his 
wives are 73 and 76. They lost their 
eight children. They saw them die one 
by one, each one claimed by AIDS. Now 
these elderly people are caring for 
their 30 grandchildren after having lost 
each 1 of these 8 children. I will re-
member that. 

I will remember watching a young 
teenager as he described losing his par-
ents to AIDS and then having to go 
from home to home to home, relative 

to relative, to see others of his rel-
atives die of AIDS, being handed from 
one family to another. 

I will remember an HIV-positive 
mother describe giving birth to a child 
who developed AIDS, a little baby, who 
died shortly after birth. I will remem-
ber watching her describe that child as 
that child died. 

I will also remember an HIV-positive 
mother who described getting the help 
she needed, having someone reach out 
to her, getting the drug treatment she 
needed before giving birth to her child, 
and described the joy she felt to know 
her child was not HIV positive, that 
her child was a healthy child. We lis-
tened to her joyfully describe that 
child and the future that child now 
has. Her baby was born HIV free. Her 
story doesn’t need to be the exception. 

With our HIV/AIDS money, more and 
more babies can be born free of AIDS. 
We need to move quickly. Time is not 
on our side. We need to move now. We 
need to invest in the people who are 
ready to go and in the programs that 
already work. We need to do all we can 
to address the human tragedy of global 
AIDS. We have the ability to ease this 
suffering, and it is our moral obliga-
tion to lead this fight. We are at a crit-
ical time in world history. I believe 
history will judge us well by what we 
are doing today. It is our obligation at 
this critical time to make sure that we 
not only begin this fight—and we 
have—but that we carry it out, that we 
stay with it, that we do it effectively, 
that we do it correctly, and that we 
stay with it day after day after day. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period for morning busi-
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO JIMMY PITTS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today 
to speak of an American patriot. 

Jim Pitts was my classmate during 
my 4 years at Basic High School in 
Henderson, NV. I have fond memories 
of Basic, and one reason is because I 
also have fond memories of my friend, 
Dr. Jim Pitts. 

I remember when Jim and I were cho-
sen to go to Reno as members of Boys 
State. We headquartered at UNR. For 
two young men from Henderson, where 
there is almost no greenery, it was al-
most unreal to see the green grass, the 

clear flowing water of the Truckee, and 
even Manzanita Lake. 

Boys State is an experience I will al-
ways remember. And again, my memo-
ries of that experience will always in-
clude Jim Pitts. 

I also recall our senior prom, Nancy 
Niece, a junior, was the prom queen 
. . . and Jim Pitts was president of 
the senior class. Jim and Mike 
O’Callaghan, who was one of our teach-
ers and later served as Governor of Ne-
vada, got the idea to bring in some 
flowers for the dance. It is an under-
statement to say we had flowers—they 
were literally everywhere! They were 
flown in from Hawaii. How they were 
purchased, I will never know. But what 
a prom Jimmy put together—memories 
are made of this. 

In high school, Jim was one of the 
smart kids. He was good at math, and 
he even liked science. So it was only 
natural that the faculty recognized his 
potential. With the support of his 
teachers and his family, he enrolled at 
the University of Oregon in Eugene. He 
graduated with honors, then went on to 
medical school at the University of Or-
egon in Portland. 

Jim began his residency program to 
become a surgeon in Fresno, CA. But 
after 2 years, duty called, and Dr. Pitts 
joined the United States Army. He vol-
unteered to become a paramedic. In lay 
terms, this is a medical doctor who 
parachutes out of airplanes to care for 
those who are injured in combat. 

He served with the 101st Airborne Di-
vision during the bloodiest years in 
Vietnam, 1967–68. In Vietnam, Jim re-
ceived the Bronze Star, the Army Ac-
commodation Medal, and the Combat 
Medic Badge. His medical training gave 
him the skills needed to save lives. He 
was a hero. 

After coming home from Vietnam, 
Jim returned to Fresno and completed 
his residency in general surgery. Dr. 
Pitts then moved back to Nevada, but 
this time he settled in the north, in 
Carson City. He has made his home in 
Carson City ever since, performing 
miracles and saving lives at the Car-
son-Tahoe Hospital. 

In 1989, Dr. Pitts was honored as Dis-
tinguished Physician of the Year by 
the State Medical Association. He ob-
viously passed his talents as a surgeon 
along to his son, Todd, who has been 
serving in his father’s practice for the 
past 6 years. 

But Dr. Pitts is not just a talented 
surgeon, he is also a great friend and a 
gentleman, a caring person who has 
made a tremendous difference in his 
community. And he passed these traits 
to his daughter Kathy, who teaches 
school here in Carson City. I know Jim 
and Carol are very proud of both of 
their children. And I know they, in 
turn, are both proud of their parents. 

Since our high school days, Jim and 
I have rarely been able to spend much 
time together. He went his way, and I 
went mine. We have had an occasional 
dinner, and even went shooting to-
gether, but not often enough. 
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